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Separation of Juries in Cases of Felony. 

It WILL be remembered that in the recent appeal in the 
Crippen case one of the objections to the verdict was that a 
juryman, who became unwell during the trial, was allowed to 
leave the jury box and take the air in the custody of an unsworn 
bailiff. By a curious coincidence, the Supreme Court of the 
United States had, only a few days before, to consider the effect 
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of allowing the jury to separate on a trial for murder. Upon 
| appeal from the Federal Circuit Court of Western Washington, 
it appeared that James H. Hout was tried on a charge of 
| murder, and sentenced to imprisonment for life. One of the 
| objections made to the verdict was that the jury had been 
| allowed to separate and read newspapers during the trial. In 
| the judgment of the court, delivered by Houmes, J., the learned 
judge held that there had been no interference with the con- 
| stitutional rights of the prisoner. If the mere opportunity for 
prejudice and corruption was to raise a presumption that they 
exist, it would be hard to maintain trial by jury at the present 
day. The English courts, as is well known, allow juries upon an 
adjournment of the trial of a misdemeanour, to separate and 
| return to their homes, and the Juries Detention Act, 1897, has 
| extended this privilege to the trial of any person for felony 
| other than murder, treason, or treason felony. But authority and 
| practice are opposed to the separation of the jury upon a trial 
'for murder. The bailiffs are sworn not to allow any other 
| person to speak to them touching any matter relative to the 
trial. And there is reason for thinking that the comments freely 
made by American newspapers during the progress of a criminal 
trial are as likely to disturb the mind of a juryman as the 
observations of friends and acquaintances. Trials for murder 
are in this country comparatively infrequent, and it will probably 
be thought that nothing is to be gained by any further legislative 
interference with the practice as to the dispersion of the jury. 


Signature as Agent, 


A CORRESPONDENT of one of the financial papers inquires as to 
| the proper manner in which a bill of exchange or other mercantile 
| document should be signed by an agent who acts “ per procura- 
| tion.” He has consulted different text-books and finds that in 

one of them SmiTH, the agent, is directed to sign “ WILLIAMS 
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& Co., per pro. Joun SmitH”; while in the other the form 
suggested is “JOHN SMITH, as agent for, and on behalf of, 

mLiaMs & Co.” The question has not been simplified by a 
number of reported cases. In the last edition of Scrutton on 
Charter-parties and Bills of Lading, the learned author, after 
explaining that the question whether or not a person professing 
to have signed the charter as agent can sue and be sued as 
principal, depends, apart from custom or express agreement, on 
the intention of the parties to be gathered from the terms and 
signature of the charter-party, adds that an agent wishing to 
protect himself from personal liability should state in the body 
of the charter that it is made by him as agent for the charterer 
or shipowner, and sign it, “ D. as agent for the charterer ” (or ship- 
owner). Appended to this statement are a number of cases in 
which the agent was, and a number of cases in which he was not, 
held personally liable. But the matter is expressly dealt with 
by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, which, by section 26 (1), 
enacts that where a person signs a bill as a drawer, indorser or 
acceptor, and adds words to his signature indicating that he signs 
for or on bebalf of a principal, or in a representative character, 
he is not personally liable thereon. The form adopted by the 
older mercantile firms was undoubtedly “ WiLLiAMs & Co., 
per pro. JOHN SMITH, or per pro. JOHN SmiTH, WILLIAMS & Co.” 
Speaking for ourselves, we prefer the simple form “ JoHN SMITH 
as agent only for WILLIAMS & Co,” 


Combination to Prevent Sales below Certain 
Prices. 

In THE case of Cade & Sons (Limited) v. John Daly & Co. 
(Limited) (Ir. R. 1910, 1 Ch. D. 306) the Irish Master of the 
Rolls had to consider the question whether an agreement between 
a number of traders not to sell certain specified goods below 
certain specified prices wes unenforceable in a court of law 
as being in restraint of trade. The action was brought by the 
members of a society called “The South of Ireland Mineral 
Water Manufacturers’ and Bottlers’ Trade Protection Associa- 
tion” against the defendant company, which had also been a 
member of the association. The object of the association, as 
set out in its rules and bye-laws, was “to protect the bottles, 
jugs, or boxes of members, which bear their names or trade- 
marks, from being used or dealt with by any persons not having 
lawful authority for using or dealing with the same, &c., and to 
establish a bottle exchange or clearing house to facilitate the 
carrying out the above objects.” By a deed, to which the 
Cmte and the defendant company were parties, reciting the 
ormation of the association and that it had resolved to fix 
certain prices for the sale of the beer, stout, porter, c., 
sold by the members of the association within a radius of 
sixteen miles from the General Post Office in the city of Cork, 
the said parties mutually agreed that they would not sell with- 
in the district so limited the said liquors to any customers at 
less prices than those set out in the second schedule thereto. 
On application for an injunction to restrain a breach of this 
agreement, it was contended that the deed was void as being in 
restraint of trade, or at least that it was a deed which a court 
of equity would not enforce. The arrangement, in the opinion 
of the learned judge, had been found necessary by a few local 
bottlers meg some of their number obtaining an undue 
advantage during a short period by selling at unduly low prices. 
No one was compelled to execute the deed. But as between 
the firms or individual traders who executed it the deed pre- 
vented “cutting” of prices. And having regard to all the facts 
and circumstances of the case, the Master of the Rolls held, not 
merely that the contract was not per se unlawful, but that it 
was a legitimate and fair arrangement to which a court of 
equity could give effect without infringing on the principles by 
which the court was fettered by authority. The decision is of 
unusual interest, inasmuch as it appears that in no previous case 
has an injunction been granted restraining a person from selling 
below certain prices. 


Increment Value Duty. 


WE PRINT elsewhere an able and interesting letter in which 
our correspondent, Mr. A. E. SPARLING, raises important ques- 
tions with regard to the operation of Increment Value Duty. 


| Shortly put, his suggestion is that, in the event of land being 
_sold at a price higher than the original “total value,” the whole 
_ of the increment will be attributed to site value, and since the 10 
| per cent. allowance under section 3 (5) of the Finance Act, 1910, 
is in respect of the original site value, this allowance will be in 
practice delusive. Assuming that the whole increment is 
attributed to site value, this result seems to follow, and it is 
| necessary, therefore, to consider how the site value is to be deter- 
| mined on the occasion of a sale. Under section 2 (2) we start 
| with the consideration for the transfer—in the case put by Mr. 
| SPARLING £550, as against an original total value of £500—and 
| then we make “the like deductions as are made. . . for the 
purpose of arriving at the site value of the land from the total 
value.” In Mr. SPARLING’s case these were £440 on the original 
valuation, and he makes the same deduction on the occasion of 
the sale, thus leaving the new site value at £110—zi.¢., an incre- 
ment of £50, on which 10 per cent. of £60 is allowed, so that 
£44 is liable to duty. But the deductions from the 
| consideration are not to be “the same” as those made on the 
| original valuation, but “ the like deductions,” and it seems 
that, in arriving at the new site value, the amount to be deducted 
will not be the exact sum—£440—deducted on the original 
valuation, but a sum ascertained under the provision of section 
25 in the same manner as that was ascertained. The first 
deduction is that specified in section 25 (2), and is in effect the 
value of the buildings ; and if any of the £50 increment is due 
to increased value of the buildings, then the £440 to be deducted 
will be increased by that amount. In this way the actual £50 
increment will be apportioned between buildings and site, and 
the Increment Value Duty will be charged only on the resulting 
increment in site value. Similarly, in the second case put by 
Mr. SPARLING, the increment of £30, in the event of the cottages 
recovering in value, will be due mainly to the value of the 
buildings, and the site value will not be sensibly enhanced, and 
the calculation of the new site value should shew this. We 
suggest the above explanation as the proper way of avoiding 
the hardship of Mr. SpaRLING’s reading of the Act; if it is 
wrong, the Act probably produces unintended results. 





The Privileges of Married Women. 


THE RECENT case of West v. West (reported ante, p. 48) is an 
instructive reminder of one fact in connection with our present- 
day law of husband and wife, which is very generally overlooked 
by the advocates of women’s rights. While the law makes it, 
at least in theory, slightly more difficult for a woman to obtain 
dissolution of the marriage bond than it is for a man, on the 
other band, it grants the wife a security of tenure during the 
continuance of the relationship which it does not afford to the 
husband. If a husband abandons his wife or neglects to main- 
tain her, she can at once obtain from a summary jurisdiction 
court the protection of a separation order with alimony; if 
the husband failsto pay this sum as it falls due he is liable to 
imprisonment, whether or not he has means to pay. But when 
a wife leaves her husband, or neglects her conjugal duties, or 
completely flouts all his wishes and rights, he has practicaily 
no enforceable remedy against her. He cannot compel her to 
return to him, nor can he force her to make any compensation to 
him for the wrong done. In certain cases he can obtain—at his 
own expense—an order for the restitution of conjugal rights. 
but this can only be enforced against separate property of the 
wife which is not subject to a restraint on anticipation, so that, 
in practice, it is absolutely useless as a sanction. hat, however, 
adds to the inequality of the remedy as between the sexes is 
the fact that a wife can not only break her own obligations with 
practical impunity, but can nevertheless compel her husband, 
when she so chooses, to go on performing his. At least that 
appears to be the result of the case to which we have referred. 
A wife brought against her husband an action for the restitution 
of conjugal rights inasmuch as be had refused to receive her 
back after her absence from him fora period of fourteen months. 
The defence was that she had remained away from him without 
cause and against his wili during this period; that she had 
neglected her matrimonial duties a acted in t disregard 
of her husband’s wishes even while with him, and that her conduct 
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had caused a serious breakdown in his health. Mr. Justice Bar- 
GRAVE DEANE, while expressing disapproval of the wife’s conduct, 
held, nevertheless, that—since her desertion had not amounted 
to two years, and since she now evinced a desire to resume her 
conjugal duties—she was not disentitled by her conduct from 
obtaining the desired order for restitution of conjugal rights. 
If this decision is good law, and becomes an accepted precedent in 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, it seems to leave 
the conduct of a married woman unfettered by any real sanction, 
either positive or negative, for securing the performance of her 
conjugal duties. In an age in which public opinion is gradually 
ceasing to exercise any control over the conduct of an unreason- 
able or capricious woman, it seems undesirable to withdraw in 
this complete fashion the restraining influence of legal sanction. 


Section 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907. 


THE MEANING of the phraseology in which the novel pro- 
visions of section 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, are 
couched is being gradually settled by judicial decision. One 
point was dealt with by Parker, J., in Re Hatschek’s Patents 
(1909, 2 Ch. 68), and now another point has been dealt with by 
the same judge in Re The Application of the Fiat Motors (Limited) 
(Times, November 8th). Sub-section 1 of section 27 was the 
enactment to be considered in the last-mentioned case. This 
runs as follows : “ At any time, not less than four years after the 
date of a patent, and not Jess than one year after the passing 
of this Act, any person may apply to the Comptroller for the 
revocation of the patent on the ground that the patented article 
or process is manufactured or carried on exclusively or mainly 
outside. the United Kingdom.” Sub-section 3 allows the 
patentee to give “satisfactory reasons” for not carrying on his 
monopoly at home ; and that this may be a ground of defence 
was the only point really calling for decision in Re Hatschek’s 
Patents, but PARKER, J., went into the general meaning and 
intention of section 27 at some length. He held that the section 
has nothing to do with the importation of articles made abroad, 
but only with their manufacture at home or abroad, and that 


the only thing the Comptroller has to do is to inquire as to 
the extent to which the article or process is in fact manufac- 
tured or carried on abroad. To these views the learned 


judge adhered in the Fiat Motors case. The application 
had been made to revoke certain patents of the Mercédés 
Daimler Motor Co. (Limited), on the ground that the patented 
articles were manufactured mainly or exclusively abroad. The 
evidence shewed that, so far as the patentees were concerned, 
the majority of the patented articles were made abroad. It was, 
however, admitted that there was an extensive manufacture of 
them by infringers in this country, and the question was whether 
this manufacture by infringers could be taken into account in 
comparing the amount of manufacture here and abroad. It was 
obviously in the interests of the patentees that it should be 
taken into account. The Comptroller took the view that the 
infringers’ manufacture should be allowed for as well as the 
patentees’ own manufacture, and he refused the application to 
revoke the patents. This decision was upheld by PARKER, J., on 
appeal to him from the Comptroller, and it was decided that it is 
quite immaterial whether the article or process is made or carried 
on in derogation of the rights of the patentee under his patent 
for the purpose of instituting the statutory comparison between 
the home and foreign amount of manufacture. This conclusion 
may be fair to the patentee, who thus gets some profit from what 
might well be supposed to be a serious injury to him. If his 
rights are being extensively infringed, bis right to hold his 
patent is by these very infringements being protected. But, with 
great deference to the learned judge, we may be permitted to 
sugg’ st that the provisions of section 27 are being considerably 
whittled down. 


Exemption from Distress. 

A CORRESPONDENT whose letter we print elsewhere dissents 
from one of our remarks under this beading last week (ante, p. 39). 
The remark was made at the close of a paragraph on section 4 (1) 
of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, »nd referred inciden- 
tally to section 1 (2)—erroneously printed section 1 (c). That 
clause protects from distress the goods of “any undertenant liable 


to pay by equal instalments not less often than every actual or 
customary quarter of a year a rent which would return in any 
whole year the full annual value of the premises.” This we 
referred to shortly as a clause only protecting goods of under- 
tenants when there is a tenancy at a full annual rent payable 
not less often than quarterly, and we proceeded to suggest that an 
undertenant at a monthly rent ought also to be entitled to pro- 
tection. Our correspondent regards this as a misreading of the 
section, since, to exclude protection, the instalments of rent must 
be payable less often, and not more often, than quarterly ; that 
is, the excluded undertenants are those who pay half-yearly or 
yearly. But the section seems to require, not only that rent should 
be paid at frequent intervals, but that the undertenants should 
be liable for a full year’s rent. When a person is liable to pay 
a specified sum by instalments, he must of course pay the whole 
of the instalments to discharge his liability. Under section 
1 (a) the tenant must be liable to pay by equal instalments “a 
rent which would return in any whole year the full »nnual value 
of the premises.” It seems to us that this condition is not 
satisfied in the case of a monthly tenant. But the point of 
ractical importance is, what is the construction of the clause ? 
f a monthly rent, paid by a tenant who can leave within a year, 
is an “instalment” ,of the full annual rent, the inconvenience 
to which we referred does not arise. Monthly and weekly 
undertenants are then within the protection. But if, before there 
can be an “instalment ” of rent, there must be liability to pay 
the full annual value of the premises, the class of tenants who 
specially need protection are excluded. 
The Confiding Trespasser. 

IN ANOTHER column a learned correspondent presents a divert- 
ing picture of the results to country landowners of the recent 
decision of the House of Lords in the case of Lowery v. Walker 
(reported elsewhere). He is very well qualified to draft an 
accurate and clearly-expressed notice warning trespassers of the 
dangers to be met with in his woodland, and he appears rather 
to assume that after he has had such notice posted up at the 
entrance to his woodland he will be relieved from liability for 
scratches and rheumatism caused to infant and other tresp issers. 
But is thisso? In the case of Cook v. Midland Great Westeru 
Railway, &c. Co. (53 So.ictrors’ JOURNAL, 319 ; 1909, A. C. 229), 
to which he refers, there was a notice board forbidding trespass ; 
but, apart from this, apparently owing mainly to there being kept 
on the land what Lord MACNAGHTEN described as a “ special 
attraction that drew children to it,” the railway company were 
held liable for injury to a child caused by this “special 
attraction.” Will our correspondent’s warning be more effectual 
than the notice against trespass! It appears to us that the 
juicy blackberries produced’ on our correspondent’s woodlands 
constitute a “special attraction” to children of tender age, and 
that the juicy turf and moss under the trees, combined with 
the retirement of the scene, constitute a “ special attra: tion ” to 
children of riper age engaged in the pleasing avocation of 
“courting.” To each of these classes -we fear the admirably 
drafted warning will prove futile—merely, “idly forbidding 
trespass,” as Lord MACNAGHTEN said in the last-mentioned case 
—and if our correspondent chooses to keep on bis land the 
attractive features above mentioned, he will have to bear the 
consequences. To avoid them he will apparently have to stul 
up his brambles and either to dig up his patches of grass and 
moss, or to have tarpaulins completely spread over them. 
Advice of Counsel as Defence in Action for 

Malicious Prosecution. 

ACTIONS for malicious prosecution formed at one time a fair 
proportion of the cases tried by common juries in the High 
Court, but the proportion has of late years been considerably 
diminished. But interest in the law relating to such actions 
has by no means disappeared, especially in the doctrine that 
“if a party lays all the facts of his case fairly before counsel, 
and acts joni fide upon the opinion given by that counsel 
(however erroneous that opinion may be), he is not liable to 
an action.” Inthe recent case of Longdon v. Bilsky (22 Ontario 
Law Rep. 4) the Divisional Court of the Ontario High Court had 
to consider whet! er these facts const tute « defence because they 





demunetrate an absence of malice, or because they slew reasoi- 
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able and probable cause. In the former view, the case must go | 
to the jury that they may deal with the question of the 
defendant’s good faith ; in the latter case, the judge must deter- 
mine whether the facts do constitute reasonable and probable 
cause. The conclusion of the court, after a careful examination 
of English, Colonial, and American cases, was, that the opinion 
of counsel, honestly obtained after a full disclosure of the facts 
known to the defendant, and honestly acted upon, constituted 
reasonable and probable cause for the prosecution and was not 
merely evidence either of reasonable and probable cause or in 
answer to the charge of malice. It is singular that there is 
apparently no case in England or Canada in which the precise 
point has previously been determined. 


Autrefois Acquit. 

Ir 18 not very often that one hears nowadays of the old pleas 
autrefois acquit or autrefois convict. Sometimes, however, cases 
do arise in practice in which a prisoner is tried again for 
some offence which appears to be identical with one on which 
he has been previously either convicted or discharged. Two 
curious illustrations of the legal technicalities which govern this 
branch of criminal procedure have occurred in quite recent cases. 
One is that of Rex v. Stephen Norton (5 Cohen’s Criminal Appeals 
197), where the defence of autrefois acquit was unsuccessfully 
raised before the Court of Criminal Appeal. The prisoner had 
been tried and convicted of a sexual offence, but the conviction 
had been quashed upon appeal, on the ground that certain 
evidence had been improperly dealt with at the trial. The 

risoner was then charged upon a second indictment for having 
asieude wounded the prosecutrix by striking her on the head 
with a stone. The assault took place at the same time as the 
alleged sexual offence, and the victim was, of course, the same 
person. ‘The prisoner was convicted, but appealed on the ground 
of autrefois acquit. The court, however, held that the assault, 
though coincident with the commission of the sexual offence for 
which he had been acquitted on the previous appeal, was not neces- 
sarily incidental to it. Therefore the plea did not avail. 


Autrefois Convict. 

ONE FANCIES that military gentlemen interested in the 
administration of criminal law must read the reported proceed- 
ings of the Court of Criminal Appeal with commendable 
regularity and care, for very shortly after the publication of the 
reported case mentioned above, the other old plea of aufrefois 
convict was taken by the “prisoner’s friend” (a naval officer) 
in a trial by court-martial at Devonport. The case was heard on 
Tuesday and is reported in the Wednesday issue of the Times. 
A ship’s cook, accused of some offence to the prejudice of naval 
discipline, was dealt with summarily by his commander and 
sentenced to ninety days’ imprisonment. The sentence was dis- 
approved of by the see cunmnandetnchiel who— in accordance 
with the proper naval ee the accused to be 
tried by court-martial. In the meantime the prisoner had been 
bathed, shaved, and had had his hair cut; but no other mark of 
imprisonment had been inflicted upon him. The point was taken 
before the court-martial, that this treatment of the prisoner 
amounted to partial execution of the sentence upon him, so that 
he must be regarded as having been already punished for the 
offence with which he was charged, and therefore was entitled 
to = autrefois convict. According to another report—that 
in the Daily Telegraph of the same date—the plea put forward 
was autrefois acquit. The court-martial upheld the plea and 
discharged the prisoner. 


Stamp on Transfer of Stock Pursuant to Power of 
Appropriation in Specie. 

We may draw the attention of our readers to the useful and 
lucid letter on this subject which is printed in another column. 
We believe that the misapprehension to which our correspondent 
refers is not uncommon among practitioners. 


Mr. Charles Marshall Hole, Town Clerk of Tiverton, was, says the 
Times, on the 9th inst., presented with the freedom of the borough 
and a silver casket and silver candelabra by the inhabitants, in recog- 


Testamentary Expenses. 


THE effect of general powers of appointment in regard to the 
incidence of estate duty has been the subject of numerous 
decisions, and it has been held that where the power is exercised 
by will over personal property, the property, since it becomes 
assets in the fake of the executors for the payment of the debts 
of the donee of the power, passes to the executors “as such,” 
and hence the estate duty in respect of the property is not pay- 
able under sectfon 9 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, out of the pro- 
perty, but is payable out of the residuary personal estate: Lc 
Hadley (1909, 2 Ch. 20). Where the property is not appointed, 
it becomes no part of the estate of the donee of the power, but 
passes under the trusts in default of appointment contained in 
the instrument by which the power is conferred, and there is no 
reason for imposing the estate duty on the property of the donee. 
Inasmuch, however, as the donee was at the time of his death 
competent to dispose of the property, the executor is liable, by 
virtue of section 6 (2) of the Finance Act, 1894, to pay the 
estate duty in the first instance, and if the donee has by his will 
directed the payment of “testamentary expenses” out of his 
residuary personal property, the question arises whether the expres- 
sion includes estate duty on unappointed personal property so as to 
prevent the executors from recovering it from the trustees of the 
instrument under which it is held. is has been considered by 
Joyce, J., in Porte v. Williams (ante, p. 45) with the result that the 
expression has been held not to include the estate duty. 

The term “testamentary expenses” was treated by JESSEL, 
M.R., in Sharp v. Lush (10 Ch. D. 468) as meaning expenses incident 
to the proper performance of the duties of an executor, but in Re 
Clemow (1900, 2 Ch. 182) Kekewicu, J., held that it was equally 
applicable to expenses incident to the duties of an administrator. 
Of course, in a case where the words are used by a testator with 
respect to his own estate no such extension can be necessary. In 
Re Clemow a testator had given his residuary estate to trustees 
on trust for conversion and for payment of the income to his 
wife for life ; after her decease the trustees wero to pay out of 
the trust funds his widow’s funeral and testamentary expenses and 
debts. The widow died intestate and letters of administration 
to her estate were granted. It was held that “testamentary 
expenses” included the expenses of administration of an 
estate, whether the estate was administered by an executor 
appointed by will, or by an administrator with the will 
annexed, or by an administrator under an intestacy. An’ 
KEKEWICH, J., also held that, since neither probate nor letters of 
administration could be obtained without payment of the estate 
duty, this was in each case included as a testamentary expense. 
“ For’ all practical purposes,” he said, “a grant of letters of 
administration or of probate cannot be obtained without paying 
estate duty, any more than formerly it could have been obtained 
without paying probate duty.” And he added: ‘‘I come to this 
conclusion with reluctance, for I do not know where it will lead 
us in some cases; but at the same time I do not see my 
way practically to say that this duty is not a testamentary 


expense.” 

in Re Clemow the estate duty was payable in respect of the 
property of the widow, and the decision is not necessarily an 
authority in a case where the duty is payable in respect of pro- 
perty which is not a part of the estate under administration, 
although the payment may have to be made by the executors in 
order to obtain probate ; but the principle of the decision was 
carried somewhat further by Kekewicu, J., in Re Treasure (1900, 
2 Ch. 648). This, it will be remembered, was the first of the 
series of cases on the question whether appointed property passed 
to the executors ‘‘as such.” KerkEWICH, J., held that it did 
not, but nevertheless that the estate duty on such property was 
a “testamentary expense”; consequently, where the will of the 
donee of the power contained a direction for payment of testa- 
mentary expenses ont of residue, the residue had to bear the 
estate * on the appointedfund. The learned judge said that 
he must follow his own judgment in Re Clemow (supra), and 
he observed that that judgment “ was based entirely on the 
reasoning that, as payment of estate duty was essential to 





nition of his services as Town Clerk during the past 48 years, 


obtaining a grant of probate, that duty must be considered as 
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much a testamentary expense as any other payment necessarily 
or perey incurred by the executors for that purpose.” 

he subsequent overruling of Re Treasure (supra) on the point 
that the appointed fund does not pass to the executors as such 
(see Re Hadley, supra) has made the case inapplicable in similar 
circumstances on the construction cf “ testamentary expenses,” 
but it is still, like Ze Clemow (supra), an authority that any 
expense which an executor must incur in order to obtain probate 
is a testamentary expense. Atthe same time, in Me Treasure the 
fund had by the appointment become part of the appointor’s 
estate, and it isa very different matter when the fund subject to 
appointment is not in fact appointed, and so never becomes a 
iy of the estate of the donee of the power. As was suggested 

y 


KEKEWICH, J., in the passage from his judgment in Jie | 


Clemow quoted above, the strict application of the principle of 
that case might lead to strange conclusions, and this would be 
one of them. It is not surprising, therefore, that Joyce, J., in 
Porte v. Williams (supra) has declined to apply Re Clemow. 

In Porte v. Williams a testa'or, by bis will made in 1891, gave 
to his wife a general power of appointment by deed or will over 
his residuary real and personal estate. The wife survived her 
husband, and made a will in 1902 by which she exercised 


the power toa small extent, but expressly declared that she did | 


not desire to execute it fully. She directed her executors to 
pay her funeral and testamentary expenses. On her death her 
executors, under section 6 (2) of the Finance Act, 1894, paid the 
estate duty both on her estate and on the funds which she had 
power to appoint under her hushand’s will, and then claimed to 
recover the duty in respect of the latter funds from the trustees 
of the husband’s will. Ona strict application of the principle 
of Re Clemow (supra) it may be that this duty was a 
“testamentary expense,” since the executors were obliged to pay 
it in order to obtain probate. But, as Joycr, J., observed, it is 
incredible that a testator or draftsman using that expression 
intended it to refer to duty on property which he expressly 
refrained from in any way making his own. ‘“‘ Whatever,” said 
the learned judge; ‘‘may be the extent of the operation of the 
provision when a testator has » general power and exercises it, 
it is a very different thing to say that ‘testamentary expenses,’ 
when the power is not exercised, includes and provides for the 
payment of duty in respect of the unappointed fund.” It is 
certainly reasonable that the express‘on should be confined to 
expenses incurred in the administration of the estate with 
reference to which it is used. The exigencies of taxation may 
require that the executors shall pay duty in respect of another 
estate, and that such payment shall be a condition of obtaining 
probate, but this not a payment which can be properly described 
as a tesiamentary expense in the administration of the testator’s 
own estate. 





A Gap in the Criminal Appeal 
Act, 1907. 
THE case of Jie vy. Ball (Weekly Notes, 1910, p. 233) discloses 
a serious gap in the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, and opens 
up several questions of great importance in the administration 
of the criminal law. 

The case came before the Court of Criminal Appeal as an 
appeal from the conviction of a brotber and sister for an offence 
under the recent Punishment of Incest Act, 1908. The dates 
of the unlawful carnal knowledge were laid as “on a date 
between the Ist and 14th of July, 1910, and on the 20th of 
September, 1910.” 
having lived together at these da'es and having with them a 
child of about two and a half years old. Further evidence was 
then tendered, and after objection admitted, to the effect that in 
November, 1907, the appellants had moved to a house and lived 
there as a married couple for sixteen months, and that in March, 
1908, a child was born and was registered as their child. The 
appellants were convicted, and now appealed on the ground that 
the evidence objected to was inadmissible. The Court of 
Criminal Appeal held that the evidence was not admissible 
and quashed the conviction. The rea-ons for this decision are 


Evidence was given of the appellants | 


| not reported. An application was then made that the 
| defendants should be held to bail or kept in custody pending a 
possible appeal to the House of Lords under section 1 (6) of the 
| Criminal Appes] Act, 1907. The court, however, held that the 
| Act gave them no power either to hold the defendants to bail or 
_to keep them in custody. They were therefore, of course, 
discharg: d. 

Under these circumstances the points that suggest themselves 
for consideration are these :— 


1, There is the general question of the advisability of 
| allowing appeals to the House of Lords in criminal matters. 
| 


2. It may possibly be thought doul.tful whether the House 
of Lords would entertain an appeal in the absence of the 
defendants, 

3. An immediate amendment of the Criminal Appeal Act, 
; 1907, would seem to be necessary to ensure an appeal to the 
House of Lords being heard and properly argued. 

4. Lastly, the substan! ial question of law, as to the admissi- 
bility of the evidence objected to, is one that it is of the 
utmost importance to have settled. 


1. As to the advisability of allowing an appeal in certain 
cases to the House of Lords, there can be little doubt that this 
is an innovation in our criminal law which (under the restric- 
tions placed on it by the Act) is entirely beneficial. Under section 
1 (6) of the Criminal Ay peal Act, 1907, an appeal only lies to the 
House of Lords if the certificate of the Attorney-General (which 
may be given to either prosecutor or defendant) is obtained 
“ that the decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal involves a 
point of law of exceptional public importance, and that it is 
desirable in the public interest that a further appeal should be 
brought.” One great argument in favour of criminal appeals 
being, on proper occasions, carried to the House of Lords is that 
appeals to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council from the 
oversea dominions in criminal matters are by no means uncom- 
mon, and there is a great risk of the Judicial Committee giving 
a decision which may be contrary to the law as laid down inthe 
ordinary English courts, and yet (if no appeal lies to the House 
of Lords) cannot be reviewed by the final appeal court for 
the United Kingdom. It is unsatisfactory that a considered 
judgment of the Judicial Committee (which may express the 
| deliberate opinions of many of the judicial members of the House 
| of Lords) should not be technically binding on the Court of 
| Appeal and Court of Criminal Appeal. An illustration of this 

very difficulty is to be found in the Privy Council case of 
| Makin v. Attorney-General (1894, A. C. 57), to be noticed 
| presently in connection with the present subject. 

| 2. The statute having expressly authorized an appeal on a 
| point of law from the Court of Criminal es may per- 
| haps be sufficient to justify the appeal proceeding in the absence 
| of the defendant, though it is certainly against the principles 
and spirit of our criminal law that a man should be condemned 
| without being given an opportunity of being heard. Assumirg 
\for a moment that the House of Lords would permit the 
| appeal to be heard without being satisfied that the defendant 
was aware of these further proceedings, it is obvious that the 
value of their decision on the appeal would be seriously 
impaired by hearing only the appellants’ side of the case. In 
fact, unless the point of law was as strenuously argued on 
behalf of the defendant as would certainly be the case if he 
were actually in custody, the “ public interest” in having the 
appeal carried further than the Court of Criminal Appeal would 
not be properly safeguarded. It is, therefore, most regrettable 
that an opportunity should have been given to the defendants 
in the present case for keeping out of the way, in order to 
avoid any further arrest or even knowledge of any further 
proceedings to reverse their acquittal. 

3. Legislation would seem to be necessary in order to ensure 
that an appeal by the prosecution to the House of Lords should 
be properly carried through, by giving the Court of Criminal 
Appral power to hold a defendant to bail or = him in custody, 
even after his conviction is quashed. The rules already made, 
in pursuance of the rule-making powers conferred by the Criminal 
Appeal Act, 1907, do not deal in any way with appeals to the 
House of Lords. Moreover, section 18 only authorizes rules to 
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be made “with respect to any matter for which provision is to 
be made under this Act by rules of court ;” section 1, by 
expressly directing rules to be made for securing sittings in 
vacation (sub-section 8) must apparently be construed as not 
authorizing rules to be made with respect to bai! or custody of 
defendants. It must also be observed that the decision of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal on the construction of the statute, as 
not giving the court power to hold an acquitted defendant to 
bail, &c., would appear to be final, this question not being a point 
of law in connection with the validity of the defendant's convic- 
tion. On these various grounds, then, it seems essential that 
express statutory power should be conferred to enable an 
acquitted defendant to be kept in custody or held to bail, when an 
appeal by the prosecution is likely to be carried to the House of 
Lords. 

4. The last point to be referred to is the substantial 
question decided by the Court of Criminal Appeal as to the 
admissibility of the evidence objected to. Of the many 
cases bearing on the question of the admissibility of evidence 
of criminal acts other than those alleged in the indictment, two— 
the most recent—may be cited, i.¢., er v. Wyatt (1904, 1 K. B. 
188) and Rex v. Fisher (1910, 1 K. B. 149). In the first men- 
tioned (a decision of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved) 
evidence of other criminal acts was held to have been rightly 
admitted ; in the latter (a decision of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal) the evidence was held to be inadmissible. In Rez v. 
Wyatt Lord ALVERSTONE quoted from the Privy Council’s 
judgment in Makin v. Attorney-General (supra) the following 
passage: “It is undoubtedly not competent for the prosecution 
to adduce evidence tending to shew that the accused has been 
guilty of criminal acts other than those covered by the indict- 
ment, for the purpose of leading to the conclusion that the 
accused is a person likely from his criminal conduct or character 
to have committed the offence for which he is being tried. On 
the other hand, the mere fact that the evidence adduced 
tends to shew the commission of other crimes does not 
render it inadmissible if it be revelant to an issue before 
the jury, and it may be so relevant if it bears upon the question 
whether the acts alleged to constitute the crime charged in the 
indictment were designed or accidental, or to rebut a defence 
which would otherwise be open to the accused.” In Rex v. Fisher 
the judgment of CHANNELL, J. (to which Lord ALVERSTONE was 
a party), contains the following passage: “. if the 
evidence of other offences does go to prove that he did commit 
the offence charged, it is admissible because it is relevant to the 
issue, and it is admissible, not because, but notwithstanding that, it 
proves that the prisoner has committed another offence.” 

These two passages place the principle governing the 
admissibility of this kind of evidence in a very clear light, and 
on the principle as thus laid down it seems justifiable to enter- 
tain grave doubts as to the correctness of the decision in Rer v. 
Ball. The point is certainly sufficiently doubtful, and sufficiently 
important, for a further review by the House of Lords, if that 
is now possible. 








Reviews. 
The Law of Bankruptcy. 





under the head of “ Property of the Bankrupt.” The later parts of 
the work treat of small bankruptcies under sections 121 and 122 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; of the administration of insoivent 
estates under section 125; and of schemes of arrangement. There 
are numerous points of special interest in the law of bankruptcy, 
and some of these may be taken as an indication of the care which 
has been expended in stating and explaining the effect of the 
statutes and the cases. Thus the effect of section 47 of the Act of 
1883 in avoiding settlements, and the exclusion of avoidance 
under the section so soon as there has been a conveyance to a 
purchaser for value, with the various authorities such as Re Carter 
and Kenderdine’s Contract (1897, 1 Ch. 776) are well stated; and 
similarly in regard to “apparent possession” under the Bills of 
Sale Acts, and to “order and disposition” in bankruptcy. At 
p. 458 the distinction between the two is carefully explained ; so 
also is the relation of husband and wife in respect of the possession 
of chattels, as illustrated by Ramsay v. Margrett (1894, 2 Q. B. 18), 
to which must now be added Re Maynus (Weekly Notes, 1910, 
). 205). Other matters, too, to which attention may be called are 
the discussion at p. 388 of the rule in Er parte Waring (19 Ves. 
345) as tothe appropriation of securities to meet bills of exchange, 
and at p. 389 a the principles governing assignments of after- 
acquired property. The style of the work is concise and clear, and 
the industry with which the cases have been incorporated make 
this edition a valuable guide in all matters of bankruptcy law. 





The Land Duties. 


A Gutpe To THE Duties Imposep upON LAND AND MINERAL RiGuts 
sy Part L. or THE FINance (1909-10) Act, 1910, INCLUDING THE 
Text or THE Act, Notes on Eacn Section, AND ALL ForMs 
inp Ruxes Issuep. By Watter P. Boas, Solicitor. London : 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Dublin: E. Ponsonby (Limited). 


Mr. Boas has set out with the praiseworthy object of attempting 
“to present in as simple a form as possible Part I. of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910.” We fear that the subject is one which dces 
not conduce to simplicity of treatment, but this is no reason why 
the attempt should not be made, and Mr. Boas at tbe outset 
improves on the arrangement of the Act by commencing with an 
examination of the various site values referred to in section 25, upon 
which, of course, the whole scheme of the Act depends. Some of 


| these are merely nypethotee but they are all used for arriving at 


| tion. 


the assessable site value, which forms the basis of increment value 
duty. The author then proceeds to explain the sections of the Act 
relating to this duty, and to reversion duty, undeveloped land duty, 
and mineral rights duty. Reversion duty is explained in detail, and 
the author points out that the duty is payable whenever the lease is 
determined, whether through effluxion of time, forfeiture, or evic- 
But the list does not include the case which at present is of 
greatest practical importance— namely, the determination of the lease 
by merger. This usually happens when the lessee under a building 
lease buys the reversion, and the result has been found to be so 
startling that the Government are understood to have an amendment 
of the Act under consideration. At present it is essential on any such 
purchase for the purchasing lessee to keep the term.alive by a 
declaration against merger. This, it is believed, will effectually pre- 
vent reversion duty being immediately payable. The later chapters 
explain the provisions as to valuations and appeals, and the appendix 
contains the regulations and forms which have been introduced since 


the Act came into operation. 


'Tue VALUATION or UNDEVELOPED LAND. 


A TREATISE UPON THE Law or BaNKruptcy AND BILLs oF Sate. | 
With AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE BANKRUPTCY ACTS, 1883- | 
1890; GENERAL Ruves, Forms, Scare or Costs anp Fess : | 


RULES AND Forms oF 1902, UNDER SECTION 122: DEEDS oF 
ARRANGEMENT Acts, 1887, 1890; RuLes anp Forms: Boarp 
or Trape anp Court Orpers anp CrrcuLars: Destors 
Acts, 1869, 1878; Rutes anp Forms, 1903-1908: BrLts or 
SALE Acts, 1878 To 1891, &c. By Epwarp T. Batpwrn, M.A.. 
Barrister-at-Law. Txntu Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


This work has considerably increased in size since the earlier | 


editions, but the importance of the subject and the fulness with 
which it is treated justify its present goodly proportions. The 
greater part of the text is occupied with the general subject of 
bankruptcy ; and since bills of - frequently furnish the occasion 


for conflict between the claims of the bill of sale holders and general 
creditors, the subject of these documents is dealt with in detail 








Valuation of Undeveloped Land. 


By F. H. Licutsopy, 
Wirth Tasues by D. E. 
Edinburgh and London 


Fellow of the Surveyors’ Institution. 
Wattace, Chartered Accountant. 
William Green & Sons. 


This work is intended to point out the appropriate method for 
ascertaining the value of undeveloped land for the purpose of 
undeveloped land duty under the Finance Act, 1910. By section 
16 (2) land is to be deemed to be undeveloped land “if it has not 
been developed by the erection of dwelling-houses or of buildings 
for the purposes of any business, trade, or industry other than agri- 
culture (but including glasshouses or greenhouses), or is not other- 
wise used bond fide for any business, trade, or industry other than 
agriculture,” but there are important exemptions under section 17. 
The ascertainment of the value of undeveloped land must, Mr. 
Lightbody points out, be deduced from its value when fully 
pac mes | and the value therefore depends (1) on the value of the 
land when fully developed—its “ultimate value”—and the time 
which will elapse before this takes place ; and (2) on the monetary 
outgoings and incomings from the date of the purchase until the date 
of full development. To ascertain the ultimate value, and then work 
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back to the present value, requires a careful estimate of the (issued to persons presenting transfers of stocks and shares for a 
expenses to be incurred in developing the land, and Mr. Lightbody nominal consideration) a distinction is drawn between the two cases. 

jllustrates the process of calculation by a series of examples. These | The official form claims that “if the transfer is made in satisfaction 

are adapted primarily to the feuing system which prevails in Scot- | in whole or in part of a pecuniary bequest,” ad va/orem duty is 
land, and of which a brief account is given in a note to p. 1; in| payable, but it concedes that only the fixed duty of 10s. need be paid 

effect it is the alienation of land for building — subject to a | “if the transaction is a transfer to a residuary legatee of stock, &c., 
perpetual rent-charge ; but the feu duty merely serves as a means which forms part of the residue divisible under a will.” 
of estimating capital value, and the method of the calculation can Now it is not easy to see any ground for this distinction. In 
be used for valuations of building land generally. Dawson v. Commissioners a legatee had agreed with an executor to 

a ey take certain stock in part satisfaction of a legacy, and the court held 

fade that the transaction was in effect a sale, for “a sum of money was 

Books of the Week. payable by the transferor to the transferee, and the transferee agreed 
_ | to accept stock in lieu of money.” How does the position differ in 

The Lawyer's Companion and Diary.—The Lawyer's the se women case of a trust for sale and division of the residuary 

Companion and Diary and London and Provincial Law Directory proceeds? The residuary legatee is equally entitled to a sum of 
for 1911, with Tables of Costs, New Stamp Duties, Time ‘lables of money, and is neither entitled to demand, nor compellable to receive 
the Courts, Index to Practical Statutes, Public Statutes of 1909 and stock instead. 

1910, Legal Business of the Months, Oaths in ay Court, But the object of this letter is to shew that all three of the 
Estate, Legacy, and Succession Duties, Legal, Time, Interest, Dis- above statements are too wide, and that where the transfer is made 
count, and other Tables. Edited by E. Laymay, B.A., Barrister-at- by the executor in exercise of an overriding power of appropria 
Law. Including New Tables, specially compiled by a Fellow of the | tion in Key and Elphinstone’s form, and whether on account of a 
Institute of Actuaries. Sixty-fifth Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons Jegacy or a share of residue, ad valorem duty is not payable. -In 

(Limited) ; Shaw & Sons. | such a case the reasoning of Dawson v. Commissioners does not 
Criminal Appeals.—Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of | @pply. There is no agreement between the executor and the 
Cases in the Court of Crimina) Appeal, October 17th, 24th, 1910. | legatee ; the legatee cannot refuse to accept the appropriation, and 
Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. V., Part VI. | the value at which the stock is appropriated is fixed by the executor 

Stevens & Haynes. alone. It cannot be said that a sum of money is payable by the 

‘ executor to the legatee, and that the legatee agrees to accept stock 

| instead, for the executor is expressly empowered by the appropri- 

| ation clause to insist that the — shall take stock instead of 
¢: |money. The essence of a sale, therefore—free bargaining between 
orrespondence. | the parties—is absent. 

In the case cf two transfers, one on account of a legacy and the 
other on account of residue, recently submitted for adjudication, 
the Commissioners have admitted the correctness of this view and 

| stamped each with fixed duty, but it is believed that practitioners 














The Confiding Trespasser’s Case. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The decision of the House of Lords in Lowery v. Walker | are very generally misled by the statements quoted above. 
[reported elsewhere] overruling the decisions of the Divisional Court | Nov. 14. TALON. 
and the Court of Appeal, fills me with alarm. - ~— 

I am the owner of a small piece of woodiand, which contains many 
brambles, and in the autumn it is much visited by children in poor | 
of blackberries. But now I fear that I cannot allow this state of things | 
to continue, for if one of these a children should scratch its | [Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Finance Act, 1909-10.—-Duties on Land Values. 


finger in a bramble bush, and get blood-poisoning, the noble and 
learned lords would probably say, avec, des some: A la voix, that it | 
was my faultfor not putting up a notice warning innocent children that 
brambles have spines, and would make me pay the doctor’s bill. | 
Then, again, I sometimes see people sitting about on my land, and | 
hitherto I have not interfered with them, but this state of things | 
also seems fraught with peril, for if any of them catch rheumatism, 
the House of Lords, in view of their recent decision, can hardly | 
avoid the conclusion that I am liable in damages for not putting up | 
a notice that it is dangerous for trespassers to sit on the damp 


Sir,—The Provisional Valuations held under this Act are now 
being issued, and on consideration of the same and also the provi 
sions of the Act as to Increment Value Duty and the official letters 
and forms issued under the authority of the commissioners, it would 
appear that the liability to the above duty is likely to be a much 
more serious matter than is usually supposed by laymen to be the 
case. 

It has been freely stated by advocates of this new taxation, that 
there can be little hardship w hen a margin of 10 per cent. of incre- 
ment is allowed before any duty is payable. On the face of it, the 


It is impossible ‘to avoid the conclusion that Buckley, L.J., and | *¥°rase Py a is probably led to assume that if his property 
the learned lords who agreed with him, cannot know much about | is valued as on the 30th of Apel, aes, 7 ae. he will not be called 
country life, or they would know that you cannot prevent people from | “?O" vo pay any ee F oy ome ay ra - — a ee - " 
trespassing on your land so long as they do no serious harm, and V1zZ., more than 10 pel cont. in wderts re) the — uc aa y fixed ry 
that life would not be worth living if you tried to. the official valuation. .\ consic eration of the matter, aided by a 

In all seriousness, the decisions of the House of Lords in Lowery form of provisional valuation, will shew a very different result. lhe 
v. Walker and Cooke v. Midland Great Western Railway [53 provisional valuation Ugnoring —n, ore eee wm ,&c.) will 
Soricrtors’ JourNAL, 319 ; 1909, A. C. 229] are lamentable departures probably be somewhat ax prem 1 ——— total value £500, total 
from the healthy and robust doctrines of the common law. It would deductions £440, original assessable site value £60. On the occasion 


Papa L : 4 “a of the subsequent sale for £550 it appears to me that the claim for 
ee: sentimentality has taken the place of r ac. duty would be made up as follows :—Sale price £550, allow deduc 


=: P ‘ tions as in original valuation £440, and also the original assessable 
[See observations under head of “ Current Topies.”—Ep. S.J.} site value £60, plus 10 per cent. (see section 3, sub-section 5, of the 
Act) £6, total £506. iis leaves a taxable increment value of £44, 
and the seller wil] apparently be presented with a demand for 
Stamp ou Transfer of Stock or Securities by | £8 16s. tax, although — patie ongee Gaiaeies Se tome 
+ : . . duty on his original purchase, which the State has already collected) 
Executor to Legatee in Satisfaction of a ee have swallowed up the bulk of his nominal aoa of 10 per 
Legacy. cent. - the transaction. 
‘ide e.2 . ™ Another point of evén greater importance to property owners, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors Journal and Weekly Reporter.) including thle large class of investors y small uenmiien ~ Metre to 
Sir,—In Alpe’s Law of Stamp Duties (11th ed., p. 116) it is laid | arise upon a consideration of the following circumstances. In this 
down that “a transfer of stock or securities by an executor to a| town, as no doubt in many others, cottage properties have very 
legatee in satisfaction, or part satisfaction, of his legacy is chargeable largely depreciated in value from the prices paid eight or ten years 
in respect of the amount of the legacy so satisfied.” Again in Key | ago. Houses which were purchased for, say, £200 each are valued 
and Elphinstone’s Precedents (9th ed.,vol. 2, 867) in a note to the form by the official valuers at about £150 as on the 30th of April, 1909, 
of power to allot specific property in satisfaction of a legacy or share | and it would be difficult in many cases to dispute the valuation. 
of residue, it is stated that “a transfer pursuant to appropriation is | The deductions are put at, say, £116, leaving £34 as the original 
liable to ad valorem stamp.” Both authorities refer to Dawson v. | assessable site value. In the event of the prices of such property 
Inland Revenue Commissioners (1905, 2 Tr. R. ye It will be noticed | rising from the present low level, and a sale being effected for, say, 
that Key and Elphinstone’s note is wider than Alpe’s, as it refers toa | £180 in a year or two, what claim will the seller have to meet! It 
Share of residue as well as to a legacy ; but in the official form No. 19 | would appear that he would have to pay 20 per cent. on £26 12s., 











viz., the £30 increase in price above the value as fixed by the valua- 
tion, less 10 per cent. (£3 8s.) of the original site value. Section 2, 
sub-section 3, of the Act. only applies to the site value, aad takes no 
account of total value. The original site value fixed in the supposed 
ase, given above as example, viz., £34, is equal to the highest price 
given for the site within twenty years before the 30thof April, 1909, 


and no relief can be obtained under that head. It would appear, | 


therefore, that a seller may be liable for a heavy tax, although he sells 
the property for far less than he paid for it. This wil! apply to 
thousands of cases, excepting where the owner happens to be the 
occupier (section &). 

Another point of interest arising under this Act is as to the 
incidence of the tax with reterence to transactions which occurred 
hetween the 30th of April, 1909, and the 30th of April, 1910. The 
valuations are to be made as at the 30th of April, 1909, but no 
transaction before the 30th of April, 1910, is an “occasion” giving 
rise to a claim for duty. This will, I believe, be found to create 
endless trouble and confusion in future. 

| must apologize for the extreme length of this letter, but the 
points raised are of great practical importance in everyday practice, 
and I have not read of any views which will guide one in forming an 
opinion on the subject. 1 trust therefore that you will be able to 
tind space to place the points raised in a condensed manner before 
your readers, \. E. Spar ine, 

40, (Jueen-street, ( ‘olchester, Nov. 14. 

Ep. S./.] 


[See observations under head of ** Current Topics.” 


The Coronation and Solicitors. 
d Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—At the time of the Coronation of King Edward VII. a sug- 
gestion was made by the writer that his late Majesty should 
inaugurate a new and deserving dignity for solicitors. It was pointed 
out that we had King’s Counsel, and an inquiry was made, why, with 
equal reason, should there not be King’s Solicitors? There was no 
real adverse criticism of the suggestion, but the question was asked, 
what purpose would such a “superior race” of solicitors serve? This 
question could only be, and was, answered by a further inquiry, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal ¢ 


what purpose, 80 far as the King Is CcCOonct rned, do King’s Counsel 


really serve 7 

At the present time solicitors bear all the real burdens of the pro 
fession, Special taxation, special responstinlities, special temptations, 
ind specially exacting conditions of work are theirs without any 
distinctive professional recognition such as long, honourable, and 
successful practice should ensure. This is not just to the solicitor, 
nor is it good for the public—for a profession honoured fairly is more 
likely to honour itself. 

Money and the piling up of money is not the first and last desire 
ind only objective of the average solicitor nowadays, despite any 
a0 belief remaining to the contrary. 


n the other branch ef the profession, as is not generally known | 1 cou 
| of the plaintiff, that, although the plaintiff was a trespasser, never- 


to the public, the barrister can, and in effect does, elevate himselt, 
for he applies for “silk” and by obtaining it he acquires the right 
to describe himself as a “ King’s Counsel.” 
similar arrangement should receive distinct professional encourage- 
ment to maintain a high standard of honourable professional conduct. 

In Germany, where, as in nearly every other country, the work of 
the legal profession is not divided into advocacy and general legal 
work, a practitioner is known as “ Rechtsanwalt,” the senior and 
deserving among them being distinguished by the additional descrip- 
tion of “Justizrat” or “Counsellor of Justice.” Here then is a 
precedent—if in a profession where precedent governs so largely, 
and binds so slavishly, one is needed, 

In Canada and other British colonies (where the profession is un 
divide) the solicitor is frequently a King’s Counsel also, Is it 
then too much to hope that the advisers of King George V. may 
see fit to recommend that some distinctly professional recognition 


of solicitors may be inaugurated during his Majesty’s reign, and | 


that such a proposal may have the support of the leading members 
of both branches of the profession.? Harvey CLIFTON, 
1, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., Nov. 14, 


Exemption from Distress. 
[70 the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


“Exen:ption from Distress,” you call attention to what you call 
the singular and very inconvenient restriction on 1 (¢) which only 
protects goods of undertenants when there is a tenancy at a full 
annual rent payable not less often than quarterly. You have, how 
ever, surely misread the clause in question, as you go on to say the 
undertenant at a monthly rent or otherwise seems to be equally 


Solicitors by some | : 
. y | exposed to a danger, the existence of which they were not warned 


| against. 


_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Nov. 19. 1010. 





| entitled to protection. Surely the only tenants who are not entitled 
to protection would be those who pay rent less often than quarterly, 
that is half yearly or yearly, according to the actual words of the sec- 
| tion; and it seems to me that the restriction is a very proper one, 
, because otherwise a tenant whose rent was only reserved six-monthly 
or less often could say when the landlord distrained there was no rent 
due from him for a considerable time, and the superior landlord could 
then neither levy a distress nor receive rent which ex hypothesi 
would not be due from undertenant. W. J. Hickman. 
Selborne House, 11, [ronmonger-lane, Cheapside, Nov. 14. 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics,”—Ep. S../.] 


The Importance of Noting Up. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Your remarks on the importance of noting up are as “balm 
in Gilead” to me, for I have tried unsuccessfully to get the Law 
Society to make their library fit for reference by practitioners. 
Until some months back I could not get the Society to even have 
the addenda and corrigenda in the text-books noted. For instance, 
the elaborate addenda and corrigenda in the Encyclopedia of Forms 
and Precedents were entirely neglected, and I was told that to make 
the corrections would spoil the appearance of the books. I have got 
the society at last to have the addenda and corrigenda noted, but 
the society refuses to have the decisions nvted in the text-books. 

As it is now, the text-books in the Society’s library are traps for 
the unwary, and if you will publish this letter, and other practitioners 


| will support you, I have little doubt that the Society will see its way 


to make its library of use to the persons for whose presumed benefit 
it was established. I am glad to say the reports have been noted for 
some time, but the reports are sadly incomplete as to noting. 

52, Coleman-street, E.C., Nov. 15. E. T. HARGRAVES. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


LOWERY rv. WALKER. 9%th Nov. 


Anrmat—Savace Horse—Insury to Trespasser—Patu Across FIeip 
ADMITTEDLY NOT A Puspitic Way, BUT ONE CONSTANTLY USED BY 
Pustic—Liasmity or Owner wHo Tacrrty Permits TRESPASS BY 
PUBLIC. 

The plaintiff, while passing through a field belonging to the defe n- 
dant, in which he had no right to be, but which was habitually used 

by the public as a near cut to the railway station, was attacked by a 


| horse belonging to the defendant and injured. The defendant knew 


that the public were in the habit of going into the field and that the 
horse was savage. 
Held, restoring the judgment of the county court judge in favour 


theless the fact that the defendant knew that persons constantly 
crosacd, the field placed a duty on him to see that they were not 


Per Lord Hatssury.—Persons who used the field ought to have 
been warned of the danger. 

Per Lord Arxinson.—The defendant is liable, as he owed a duty 
to the public which he has failed to discharge. 

Appeal by the plaintiff in forma pauperis from an order of the 
Court of Appeal (reported 54 Soricrrors’ Journat, 99 ; 1910, 1 K. B. 
173). The plaintiff, a labourer, was walking through one of the fields 
owned by the defendant, a farmer, at Birch-hill, Cumberland, which 
was a short cut habitually used by the public going to the railway 
station, when he was attacked and severely bitten by a horse belonging 
to the defendant, which the latter knew to be vicious. In the White- 
haven and Milson County Court, before His Honour Judge Steavenson, 
the plaintiff was awarded £100, but on appeal by the defendant to 
the King’s Bench Division this award was set aside, the Court holding 
that the plaintiff was a trespasser, and therefore could not maintain 
the action. From that decision the plaintiff appealed to the Court 
of Appeal. There Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, L.JJ., held that 
there being no evidence upon which an invitation to the public to 
use the field as a near cut could be obtained in the particular circum- 
stances of this case, the defendant was not liable. Buckley, L.J., 
dissented from that view. In his opinion, when a man habitually 


| allowed people to cross his field, although they might be trespassers, 
4 . : ‘ ‘ . .| the owner of the field must take reasonable care to protect those 
Sir,—In your issue of the 12th inst., p. 39, “Current Topics,” | 


people. By a majority, ‘therefore, the decision of the Divisional 
Court in favour of the defendant was affirmed. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

"Led Loresurn, L.C., in moving that the appeal should be allowed, 


| said the county court judge did not decide whether there was a right 


of way or not, and found there was no express leave, but the effect 
of the finding was that the plaintiff was there by the tacit permission 
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of the defendant, that this way across the field had been used habitu- 
ally as a near cut, and that he knew the horse to be dangerous. In 
such a case it was not necessary to refine. It might be admitted that 
the plaintiff was not in the field as of right, but the defendant, never- 
theless, ought not, without notice of the danger to the public, to 
have allowed a vicious animal to have been in the field. The law on 
this point was not free from difficulties—the authorities were not 
in line—but there was no need for their lordships to discuss these 
difficulties. 

The Earl of Hatssury and Lords Arkrinson and Suaw agreed, and 
the appeal was accordingly allowed with costs there and below.— 
Counset, Holman Gregory, K.C., and W. A. Jowitt, for the plain- 
tiff; Leslie Scott, K.C., and Hugh Beazley, for the defendant. 
Soricrrors, Harrison and Powell, for Brown, Auld, and Brown, White- 
haven; Blyth, Dalton, Hartley, and Blythe, for W. H. Chaplin, White- 
haven. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BARNABUS v. BERSHAM COLLIERY. %th Nov. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—CoMPENSATION FOR INJURIES BY ACCIDENT— 
SrraIn—Evipence—WorRKMEN’s CoMPENSATION Act, 1906, s. 1 (1). 
Claim by dependants of a collier who died of apoplexy while engaged 

in building a “‘ pack.’’ The medical evidence was to the effect that 

his arteries were in such a very diseased condition that apoplexy 
might have come upon him at any time, and there was no evidence 
that the seizure came upon him when he was incurring a strain. 

Held, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal that there 
was no evidence to support the award of the County Court judge who 
had found that the man’s death was not the result of a blow or 
fall, but was caused from apoplery brought on by a strain while en- 
gaged in the heavy work of building ‘‘ the pack,’’ the evidence of the 
cause of death being equally consistent with an accident and with 
no accident. 

Per Lord Loreburn, L.C.—Jn cases under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, as in other cases, the onus of proof of claim rests 
upon the applicant. 

Appeal by Emma Elizabeth Barnabus, the widow of a miner who 
was employed at the Bersham Colliery, in Denbighshire. The woman’s 
husband died from apoplexy while building a ‘‘ pack” in the re- 
spondent’s colliery, and she claimed compensation, alleging that the 
accident arose out of and in the course of the man’s employment. 
The respondents denied liability, and said the man’s death was due to 
natural causes. The arbitration came on for hearing before His 
Honour Judge Moss, sitting at Wrexham County Court, and he found 
that the deceased died from apoplexy brought on by the strain while 
engaged in the heavy work of building the ‘ pack.’”’ In his judgment 
the learned judge negatived the theory of the deceased having died 
as the result of a blow, and he made’an award in favour of the appli- 
cant for £274. The company carried the case to the Court of Appeal, 
where the appeal was allowed on the ground that there was no evidence 
to support the finding of the county court judge that the deceased 
died from an accident arising out of his employment. Counsel for 
the appellant contended that the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
should be reversed, because the county court judge had found ag a 
question of fact that the deceased workman died from injury caused 
by accident arising out of and in course of his employment. It was, 
he thought, impossible to resist the conclusion that the rupture of 
the blood-vessel was due to the strain put upon the deceased in 
building the ‘‘ pack.’’ 

{Lord Loresurn.—Is there any evidence that the apoplexy was 

brought on by the strain?] Counsel replied that such an inference 
could be drawn, although there was no direct evidence. The man 
died while engaged in the colliery building the ‘‘ pack,’’ and the 
county court judge held that the apoplexy was induced by the heavy 
strain of the work. He submitted that was a fair inference to draw, 
as they could not get absolute evidence on the point. 
_ [Lord Loresurn.—You have the finding of the county court judge 
in your favour, but have you any evidence in support of that finding? 
All I can see is that the arteries of the deceased man were in such 
a state that they might rupture with slight exertion, or with no exer- 
tion at all.] Counsel then referred to medical evidence. The doctor’s 
evidence was that anything making circulation more rapid might 
cause rupture of a blood-vessel. Building a ‘‘ pack,’ that is a stone 
wall, filled with rubble about six feet high, involved lifting stones of 
various sizes, and was the work the man was actually engaged on 
when the blood-vessel burst. At the close of the appellant’s case, 

_ Lord Loresurn, L.C., in moving that the appeal be dismissed, said 

in cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Act as in other cases, 

the plaintiffs must prove their case. He should regret if they were 
to infer any conclusion of fact in one case from a comparison with 
other cases. There was no evidence in this case to prove that the man 
died from the strain. He might have died from natural causes. He 

— find no evidence in support of the finding of the county court 

judge. 

Lords Hatssury. Atkinson, and SHaw concurred, and the appeal 
was dismissed with costs.—Counset, J. R. Atkin, K.C., and A. 
Clement Edwards, for the appellant; C. A. Russell, K.C., and Adshead 
Elliott, for the respondents. Sorrcrrors, Griffiths and Roberts, for 

n Evans, Wrexham; Rawle, Johnstone, and Co., for Peace 
and Ellis, Wigan. 
[Reported by Ensxtne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


Re WATKINS’ SETTLEMENT. WILLS». SPENCE. No.2. 4th Nov. 


SerTTLEMENT—ConstRvucTION—ANNUITY—CHARGE OF ANNUITY ON INCOME 
or Corpus—Drrection to Pay Annuity out or Income—GuiFr OVER 
** Sunsect THERETO.”’ 


Where a settlement contained a trust for the payment of an annuity 
out of income, followed by a gift over of the corpus o} the settled 
property ‘‘ subject thereto,” 

Held, that the annuity was charged on the corpus of the settled 
property. 

Re Bigge (51 Soricrrors’ Journat 410; 1907, 1 Ch. 714) overruled. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. By a settle- 
ment made in 1872, on the marriage of Mr. and Mrs. Watkins, the hus- 
band conveyed and transferred certain real estate and certain funds and 
securities thereinafter called the trust fund to trustees upon trust after 
his death ‘‘ out of the rents and profits of the said hereditaments and 
premises, and the income of the said such fund ”’ to pay to the wife 
“the clear yearly sum of £400" ag therein mentioned during her 
natural life; ‘‘ and subject thereto,’’ if there should be children of the 
marriage, upon the trusts therein mentioned, and if there 
should be no such children, ‘“‘upon trust, after paying out 
of the rents and profits of the said real estate and_ the 
income of the said trust funds and personal estate’’ to the 
wife “‘ the said yearly sum of £400 during her life in manner and at 
the times aforesaid and subject thereto,’’ for the husband, his heirs, 
executors, administrators, and assigns. The settlement also conferred 
on the trustees power to sell, exchange, and partition ‘‘ free and dis- 
charged from all the uses, trusts and powers then subsisting in or of the 
hereditaments so sold or disposed of by way of exchange or partition, 
including the said annual sum of £400, which shall thereupon become 
charged on the proceeds thereof as aforesaid.’’ There was no issue of 
the marriage. The husband died and the widow married a Mr. Wills. 
The income of the settled estate having become insufficient to pay the 
annuity in full, a summons was taken out to determine the question 
whether upon the true construction of the settlement the annuity was 
not merely a charge upon the income of the settled property, but was 
a charge upon the corpus thereof. Swinfen Eady, J., held that the 
annuity was not a charge upon the corpus. The plaintiffs, Mr. and Mrs. 
Wills, appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercner Movtrton and Far- 
wetL, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—With great respect to the learned judge, this 
seems to me to be a case which, apart from authority, is simple, and 
which is covered by authority that is binding upon us. The question is 
what do the words in the settlement ‘‘ subject thereto’? mean? They 
mean subject to the annuity, the gift of which immediately precedes 
them. That being the true construction of the settlement, it is abso 
lutely settled by Birch v. Sherratt (L. R. 2 Ch. 644), the authority of 
which is in no way impaired by the explanation given in Re Boden 
(1907, 1 Ch. 132). and which has since been followed by this court in 
Re Howarth (1909, 2 Ch. 19), that these words are sufficient to charge 
the annuity upon the corpus. But if there were any doubt as to the 
extent of the annuity under the original trusts, the words in the last 
part of the settlement are conclusive, because in the event of the pro- 
perty being sold, the annuity is to be charged on the proceeds of sale, 
and it is impossible to suppose that it was contemplated that the annuity 
should be charged on the incorhe only of the property if unsold, but on 
the capital if it was sold. I think that the decision of the learned 
judge was wrong, and that there must be a declaration that the annuity 
is charged on corpus. Reference has been made to the decision of 
Neville, J., in Re Bigge (1907, 1 Ch. 714). That decision was before 
the decision of this court in Re Howarth, and with great respect 
to the learned judge, I think that it ought not to be relied on in 
the future. 

Frercuer Movutrton, L.J., agreed. 

Farwett, L.J.—I only wish to add that Re Biage cannot be relied 
on in the future. It is absolutely inconsistent with Re Howarth, and 
as it has got into the text-books it had better come out again.—Counser, 
Hon. F. Russell, K.C., and EBarle: Whinney; Wright Taylor; Owen 
Thompson. Soxicrrors. Rooks, Spiers, Wales. && Ward; Sole, Turner, 
Giles, & Knight; W. H. Martin & Co.. for David & Evans, Cardiff ; 
Helder, Roberts, Walton, & Giles, for Morgan, Griffiths, & Prosser. 

[Reported by J. I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re THE SPANISH PROSPECTING CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 9th Nov. 
CompaNny—WInDING-UP—UNREALIZED AsseTs—Prorirts. 


1 company at the date of its winding-up was possessed of certain 
debentures to which no value had been attributed in the balance 
sheets These debentures were subsequently realized by the liquidator 
in the winding-up. 

Held, that the entire proceeds realized should be treated as undrawn 
profits arising from the company’s business. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. The facts 
are stated in the judgment of the Master of the Rolls as follows :— 
The company is in voluntary liquidation. The creditors, except 
Messrs. Punchard and Vivian, have been paid in full and all the sub- 
scribed capital has been returned, and there is a surplus of upwards 
of £3,000 in thie hands of the liquidator, and this sum, less costs, 
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is claimed by Punchard and Vivian under the following circum- 
stances : By an agreement dated the 4th of June, 1901, Punchard and 
Vivian were, for the valuable consideration therein mentioned, to 
receive a salary at the rate of £41 13s. 4d. per month each, subject 
to the proviso that they should not be entitled to draw their oe 
“except only out of profits, if any, arising from the business of the 
vy which may from time to time be available for such purpose, 
but such salary shall nevertheless be cumulative, and accordingly any 
arrears thereof shall be payable out of any succeeding profits as afore- 
said."’ The business of the company included the purchase and sale 
of shares. In 1901 the company purchased 6,000 fully-paid shares 
of £1 each in the Spanish Minerals Development (Limited), the con 
sideration being the allotment of 6,000 fully-paid shares in the 
Prospecting Co.; 1,200 of the Development Co.’s shares were 
sold, le ving 4,800 in the company's hands. The Development 
Co. was wound up, and the Prospecting Co. received in 
respect of their holding (a) £3,840 in cash, (b) £3,840 debentures of 
the Esperanza Co., and (c) 3,360 shares in the Esperanza 

In the balance-sheet for 1906 the cash was subtracted from the £4,800, 
and the shares were put as an asset at the figure of £960. A note was 
added that the company had also received items (6) and (c), but no 
value was attributed to them in the balance-sheet. In 1907 the shares 
(item c) were sold, and the proceeds were carried to the credit of the 
profit and loss account, and it was stated that there would be a further 
credit when the debentures (item 6) were realized. In 1908 the report 
of the directors stated that the debentures were still in the hands of 
the company and that it was proposed to wind up the company. The 
debentures were sold by the liquidator shortly pe i his appointment. 
There was no goodwill and no fixed capital. The assets consisted 
solely of cash and loans and shares and these debentures. Swinfen 
Eady, J., held that at the commencement of the winding-up the 
debentures formed a part of the assets of the company, but that 
there was still a debit balance on profit and loss account, and that 
the company’s business came to an end with the winding-up, and 
that the claimants were not entitled to be paid. Messrs. Punchard and 
Vivian appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercner Movutton and Far 
weLL, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., stated the facts as above, and continued :— 
With great respect to Swinfen Eady, J., I am unable to agree with 
his conclusion. The proceeds of the 6,000 shares from time to time 
realizel by the company were properly entered in the accounts and 
placed to the credit of profit and loss. This appears from the 
accounts for 1907. The balance-sheet for the same year recognizes that 
the company held the debentures which had at present no market 
quotation, and the directors did not put any estimate of value upon 
them. The liquidator has, however, realized these debentures, and I 
can see no reason why the proceeds should not be placed to the credit 
of profit and loss. The realization of this asset was not new business 
carried on by the liquidator. If goods are sold and bills given by 
the purchaser which have not matured at the commencement of the 
winding-up the liquidator can collect the bills or discount them without 
embarking on new business. The language of Lindley, L.J., in Re 
Bridgewater Navigation Co. (1891, 2 Ch. 317) seems to me to be a 
clear authority in support of this view. He points out that although 
while the company was carrying on business debts owing to it were 
underestimated, this was done from motives of prudence, but that 
when the actual value was known the difference between the estimated 
and ascertained value really represented undrawn profits. In the pre- 
sent case no estimate was put upon the debentures, and the result 
is that the entire proceeds realised by the liquidator should be treated 
as undrawn profits arising from the company’s business, out of which 
the claimants are entitled to be paid. It follows that in my opinion 
the appeal should be allowed, and the claimants should be declared 
entitled to the balance in the hands of the liquidator, subject to the 
costs of the liquidation. 

Firercuer Movuttron and Farwet, L.JJ., also delivered judgment 
allowing the appeal.—Counset, Gore-Browne, K.C., and Clauson, 
K.C.; Hon. F. Russell, K.C., and Sims; A. BE. Hughes. Sovicrrors, 
Slaughter & May; Pemberton, Cope, Gray, & Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Stretine, Barrister-at-Law.] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CLARK. CLARK v. CLARK. Warrington, J. 8th Nov. 
Recerver—Mortion rorn—Deatu or Sore DerenpANT—ABATEMENT. 


On the death of a sole defendant after a motion has been launched 
for a receiver in respect of property alleged to be in his hands as 
trustee the court has jurisdiction, in spite of the abatement of the 
action coused by his death, to appoint a receiver to protect the pro- 
perty vending the constitution of a representative of the deceased. 

e 


arker, Cash v. Parker (1879, 12 Ch. D. 293) followed. 


The facts of this case were, shortly, that a writ had been issued 
by the plaintiff, who was tenant for life under a settlement, and the 
sole beneficiary under that settlement who was ascertainable at the 
present time, against the trustee of the settlement, alleging breach of 
trust, and asking for administration of the estate and the appoint- 
ment of a receiver. Notice of motion for an interim receiver had 
been served upon the defendant, and counsel was on the point of 
opening the motion when information was received that the defen. 





dant had been found dead upon a railway line upon the previous day. 
The question therefore arose whether the court had jurisdiction to 
appoint a receiver in the circumstances, the action having abated by 
reason of the death of the defendant. The motion having stood 
over to give an opportunity for authority on the point to be found, 
it appeared when the motion was again brought on that a similar 
appointment had been made in Re Parker, Cash v. Parker, which was 
a creditor’s action for administration against an executrix. In that 
case the sole defendant had died pending a summons taken out for a 
receiver after a decree in the administration action had been made. 
It also appeared that since the death certain creditors and other per- 
sons had removed some lace machines and other effects forming part 
of the estate. In that case a creditor had applied for administration 
de bonis non to the estate, the plaintiff undertaking to use all possible 
could be made. Fry, J., appointed a receiver, whose powers were 
to extend for ten days after the appointment of an administrator 
de bonis non to the estate, the plaintiff undertaking to use all possible 
speed in obtaining the appointment of himself or some other person 
as such administrator, and to accept short notice of motion to dis- 
charge the receiver. In the present case, it now appeared that the 
deceased defendant had left a will appointing an executor. 
Warrincton, J., following Re Parker, made the order as asked. 
The receiver was appointed until ten days after probate, the plaintiff 
undertaking to apply for administration with the will annexed if pro- 
bate was not granted within two months. In all other respects the 
order followed that in Re Parker.—Counset, for the motion, A. 
Adams. Souticrrors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray. 
[Reported by Percr T. Oanpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PATENTS AND DESIGNS ACT, 1907 (FIAT MOTOR CO.’S 
APPLICATION). Parker, |]. 20th Oct. ; 7th Nov. 


Patent—ReVOCATION—‘‘ MANUFACTURED EXCLUSIVELY OR Marniy Ovt- 
stipe THE Unirep Kincpom’’—MANUFACTURE WITHIN THE UNITED 
KinGpoM BY AN INFRINGER—COMPUTATION OF EXTENT OF MANUFAC- 
TURE—PATENTS AND Destans Act, 1907 (1 Ep. 7, c. 29), s. 27, sup 
SECTION 1. 

The fact that a patented article or process is being manufactured or 
carried on in this country by an julblager is immaterial when com- 
puting the extent of manufacture within the United Kingdom for the 
purposes of section 27, sub-section 1 of the Patents and Designs Act, 
1907. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the Comptroller-General 
of Patents refusing an application, made under section 27, sub-section 1, 
of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, for the revocation of a number 
of patents belonging to the Mercédés Daimler Motor Co. 
(Limited), on the ground that the patented articles were manu- 
factured mainly outside the United Kingdom. From the evidence 
before him the Comptroller found that there was a considerable 
manufacture abroad, and a limited manufacture within the United 
Kingdom by the patentees and their licensees. It was admitted, 
however, that there was a considerable manufacture within the United 
Kingdom by infringers, and the question arose whether, in comparing 
the extent of manufacture within the United Kingdom with the extent 
of manufacture abroad for the purpose of deciding whether the 
article was ‘‘ manufactured exclusively or mainly outside the United 
Kingdom,’’ the extent of manufacture by infringers within the United 
Kingdom could be taken into account. The Comptroller decided that 
it could be taken into account. 

Parker, J., after referring at some length to a previous decision 
of his in Re Hatschek’s Patents (discus 53 Soxicirtors’ JOURNAL, 
389, 467; 1909, 2 Ch. 68) said that he had no reason for modifying 
that decision, viz., the Comptroller was not concerned with the ques- 
tion whether what had been done abroad had been so done with 
or without the consent, licence, or co-operation of the patentee. The 
present case raised an analogous point with regard to the extent to 
which the article or process for which the patent had been obtained 
was within the meaning of section 27, sub-section 1, of the Patents 
and Designs Act, 1907, manufactured or carried on within the limits 
of the United Kingdom. In computing this extent, ought the Comp- 
troller to enquire whether what had been done within the United 
Kingdom was or was not in derogation of the rights of the patentee 
under his patent, and to exclude from the computation what had been 
done in derogation of such mights? His lordship came to the con- 
clusion that he ought not. is appeared to follow from what he 
had decided in Re Hatschek’s Patents, for it would be illogical 
and unfair to count against a patentee all that was done abroad 
without his licence, consent, or co-operation, and to count in his 
favour only what is done in this country by himself or his licensees, or 
otherwise without derogating from his rights under the patent. Further 
than this, it seemed impossible that the Legislature should have 
contemplated under sub-section 1 an enquiry so far-reaching as to 
embrace the rights inter se of the patentee and everybody in the 
United Kingdom who was manufacturing the article or carrying on 
the process the subject of his patent. There might be all sorts of 
questions to determine before it could be decided whether what was 
being done in any particular case was in derogation of the patentee’s 
rights or otherwise. The Comptroller had quite enough to do in 
coming to a conclusion as to whether a particular article or process 
was in fact the article or process for which the patent had been 
obtained without entering into all these further questions; and, in 
his lordship’s opinion, the Comptroller was not, according to the true 
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construction of the sub-section, concerned with these further questions | 


6 sub- 


at all. It had been suggested that this construction of 


section would lead to an absurd result under section 25 of the Act, | 
ter the extent to which a defendant in an infringe- | 


because the 
ment action infringed the patent, the less chance he would have 
of =e himself. There was nothing absurd in this result. It 
was no hardship that a —— who had taken upon himself to manu- 
facture a patented article without the patentee’s consent should do 


so at his own risk. If, in fact, the patent were revocable under | 


section 27, his proper course would be to proceed under that section 
to procure its revocation. The construction for which the appellants 


had contended would lead to results far more absurd. His lordship | 


was, therefore, of opinion that for the purposes of sub-section 1 of 
section 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, it was quite im- 
material whether the article or process manufactured or carried on in 


this country was or was not so manufactured or carried on in deroga- | 
tion of the rights of the patentee under his patent. He therefore | 
dismissed the appeal with costs, which included the costs of the | 


Attorney-General.—CounsgL, Sir A. Cripps, K.C., and R. Mortimer 


Bristows, Cooke, & Carpmael. 
[Reported by ¥. Brices, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 7.—Mr. H. J. Thomson moved : “‘ That the case of Deeley v. 
Lloyds Bank (1910, 1 Ch. 648) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. W. A. 
Jolly opposed. The voting being even, the motion was lost by the 
casting vote of the Chairman. 

Nov. 14.—-Mr. Thos. Hynes moved : ‘‘ That this House disapproves 
of the judgment given in the Crown and Shuttle case.’’ Mr. E. 8. Cox- 
Sinclair opposed. The motion was lost by 3 votes. 


Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Strupents’ Depatinc Socrery.—Nov. 15.—Chairman, Mr. F. 
Burgis.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That this House is in favour 
of the payment of members of Parliament.’’ Mr. G. L. Wates opened 
in the affirmative; Mr. G. E. Shrimpton opened in the negative. The 
following members continued the debate : Messrs. Blackwell, Harnett, 
H. F. Rubinsteoin, Morris, Parry, W. 8. Jones, Harston, Pleadwell, 
Meyer, Vere Bass. The motion was carried by one vote. 








Legal News. 





Appointments. 


The Hon. Joun Wrw1am Mansriecp, barrister-at-Law, has been 
appointed Chancery Visitor of Lunatics, in the place of Mr. Ralph 
Palmer, retired. 

Mr. H. E. Duke, K.C., M.P., has been reappointed one of the 
representatives of the Honourable Society of Gray’s Inn on the Incor- 
porated Council of Law Reporting for a further term of two years. 


Ctanges in Partnerships. 


The business of the late firm of Church, Rendell & Co., of No. 9, 
Bedford-row, London, W.C., having, by the recent lamented death 
of the senior partner, Mr. Lewis Rendell, devolved upon Mr. Alfred 
Curtis Bird, he has now arranged to reconstitute the firm under the 
new title of Church, Rendell, Bird & Co., by taking into partnership 
with him, as from the 15th instant, Messrs. Joun Renpect, Epcar 
Francis Cuurcn and Hucn REnpe.t. 


Dissolution. 


WALTER Wiutuiam WootnovucH and CHARLES WALTER WOoOoLNOUGH, 
solicitors (Brown & Woolnough) No. 68a, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
Nov. 14. (Gazette, Nov. 15. 


General. 


It is announced that Mr. G. W. Bailey, Town Clerk of Bourue- 
mouth, on the 9th inst., tendered his resignation of the office, on the 


— that he was entering upon the practice of his profession at the 
arliamentary Mr. Bailey has, says the | 


: and Common Law Bar. 
Times, held the position for nine years. 





rer oun Vaughan Williams has been confined to the house, owing 
to a chill. 


Judge Bacon, says the Times, beat his own “‘ record’ at the White- 
chapel County Court on Wednesday in last week, sitting until nearly 
half-past 9 o'clock. He had been in attendance at the court from 
10 o'clock, and his adjournments during the day did not exceed a 
quarter of an hour altogether. 


Half the term has gone, says a writer in the Globe, and, although 
not a little progress has been made in clearing the King’s Bench lst 
of its arrears, yet a good many litigants still have cause to complain 
of the law’s delay. There remain forty cases in the jury lists which 
were entered for hearing more than six months ago. 


The centenary celebrations of the French bar, to which we referred 
last week, will, it is stated, be attended by representatives of the 
bars of England, Scotland, Ireland, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Spain, 
Portugal, Belgium, Rumania, and other countries. Among those 
who have been invited are the English Attorney-General, the 


Montgomery, for the appellants; Sir R. Isaacs, 8.G., and C. H. Sar- | Solicitor-General, the Treasurers of the Inner Temple, the Middle 
gent; Walter, K.C., and J. H. Gray, for the respondents. Soxicrrors, | 
Amery, Parkes, Macklin, & Co.; Solicitor to the Board of Trade; | 


Temple, Lincoln’s Inn, and Gray’s Inn, and the Chairman of the 
General Council of the Bar (Mr. W. English Harrison), as well as 
representatives of the Scottish and Irish bars. 


A meeting was held at Trinity College, Cambridge, on the 8th inst., 
at which the Vice-Chancellor presided, and in the name of the com 
mittee handed over the portrait of Dr. Westlake to the College. He 
said that no one term could sum up the names of those who had joined 
in this tribute. They had in common only a deep sense of gratitude 
to Dr. Westlake for all that he had done, and in many cases a warm 
personal friendship for him. He mentioned particularly Dr. Westlake’s 
action during the Russo-Japanese War, the Venezuelan dispute, and 
his constant assistance to The Hague Tribunal. The Master of Trinity 
accepted the gift in the name of the College. 


Friday, 11th November, being the Grand Day of Michaelmas Term 
at Gray's Inn, the Treasurer (Mr. Herbert F. Manisty, K.C.) and the 
Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests : 
The Right Hon. Lord Shuttleworth, The Right Hon. Lord Mersey, 
The Right Hon. Lord Robson, The Hon. Mr. Justice Ridley, The 
Hon. Mr. Justice Warrington, The Treasurer of the Hon. Society 
of Lincoln’s Inn (Mr. Pembroke Stephens, K.C.), Sir Anderson 
Critchett, Bart., Sir Edward Letchworth, The Solicitor-General (Sir 
John Simon, K.C., M.P.), Mr. W. W. Ouless, R.A., Professor Geldart, 
and Mr. Stanley Weyman. The Benchers present, in addition to the 
Treasurer, were :—Mr. Henry Griffith, Mr. Justice Lush, Mr. Edward 
Dicey, C.B., Mr. Barnard, K.C., Mr. Edward Clayton, K.C., Mr. W. J. 
R. Pochin, Mr. Arthur Gill, Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C., Mr. J. R. Atkin, 
K.C., Mr. W. P. Byrne, C.B., Mr. J. W. McCarthy, with the 
Preacher, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, D.D. 


Mr. R. 8S. Fraser, replying in the T'imes to a letter to that paper by 
Mr. Hasiam, says that: ‘‘ Though one gentleman holds the appoint 
ment, the ‘ Public Trustee’ is, and must be in effect, a Government 
Department—a number of officials discharging the duties of the office, 
their number increasing with the increase of business. The question 
is really whether testators and settlors desire to get administration by 
officials, or merely security. In my view, the average Englishman dis- 
likes officialism. He dislikes the idea of his private affairs being 
known to a number of persons, and would rather leave the conduct of 
his business, the winding up of his estate, and the care of his children 
in the hands of a friend possessing needed qualifications and experi 
ence, than in the hands of an official. If he could get security for a 
private trustee he would not go to the Public Trustee or a bank or 
an insurance company. Under the Judicial Trustee Act he can get 
security and retain the privacy, the promptness of action, and the 
individual attention which most men desire for their affairs, free 
from the restraints which are necessary in,the best managed depart 
ment or company. The Judicial Trustee system, the success of which 
is unchallenged throughout Scotland, secures the appointment of men 
eminently qualified to administer the trusts they undertake, and who, 
in turn, receive reasonable remuneration for their services. Under the 
Public Trustee system this principle of remuneration is recognized, 
but the essential conditions of qualification and for securing the requi 
site measure of individual attention are absent.’ 


Sir Alfred Wills, writing to the Times on Prison Reform, says 
that : ‘‘ The’ present practice, so largely adopted by magistrates as to 
be rapidly becoming universal, is to pass over a first offence, or one 
not known to be otherwise, and not to inflict either fine or imprison- 
ment, except upon repetition of disorderly conduct; but when one 
sees, as is often the case, that a man has committed one act or another 
of disorder and misconduct over and over again, one is tempted to 
ask if the time has not arrived for a sentence of imprisonment long 
enough to give a chance of doing some moral good to the offender ; 
and moral reformation is not likely to be effected simply by relaxing 
the bonds of discipline and making things easy. Real and even severe 
punishment is often a necessary ingredient in moral discipline. There 
is in the October number of the Nineteenth Century an admirable 
article entitled ‘ Fifteen Years’ Work in a Convict Prison.’ No one 
can rise from the perusal of it without feeling that the lady who has 
written it is animated by the highest spirit of Christian sympathy, 
ity, and tenderness towards her erring sisters, but its great value 
consists in the vigorous tone of thought in which the subject of disci- 
pline has been approached and dealt with, and in the recognition of 
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the fact that one element in the treatment of offenders is not to | 3. Sree & Co, Lip 


shrink from a certain wholesome severity without which few seriously 
offending persons can be brought to their senses, and in the excellent 
good sense as well as the spirit of duty and humanity in which this 
Punish 


part—and, indeed, every other part—of her theme is handled. 
ment ought to be inflicted, not as an act of revenge or requital, but 
partly as one of the elements of reformatory discipline, and partly 
as a warning to others. The safety of society as well as the interest 
of the criminal ought not to be altogether overlooked.”’ 
tovan Navan CoLitece, Osporne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
secome a Naval Officer ’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir FE. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reoistaass tx ATTENDANCE oO” 
Date Eusnomxsoy Aprrzat Covat Mr.Justice Mr. Justice 
’ TA. No. 2, Joros. Swivrew Eapr 
Monday, Nov. 21 Mr Bloxam Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Church 
Tuesday ......... 22 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Wednes tay ...... 23 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Thursday ..... 24 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Friday evee 95 Real Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Saturday acc BO Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. Waraisortor. NEVILLE. PaRken. Eves. 
Monday, Nov. 21 Mr Greawell Mr Farmer Mr Real Mr Synge 
Tuesday ......... 22 Goldechmidt Leach Greswell Church 
Wedresday ...... 23 Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Thursday .. . 4 Church Beal Synge Bloxam 
Pridav ........ 26 Theed Greswell! Ohurch Farmer 
Saturday .... .... 26 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 





Winding-up Notices. 
T BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurtep 1m Caanceunry. 


London Gazette.—Faipar, Nov. 11. 


Baanstry anv Distaict Fevrr awp Potato Mercuanrs’ Assoctatios, Ltp—Creditors 

are required, on or before Nov 15, to send their names and eddresses, and the 
aes of their aebts and claims, to W. Grayson, 13, Regent st, Barnsley, 

iqaidator 

Cocmsas Woop & Co, Lrp (1m Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulsis of their debts or 
claims to Martin & Goatly, Old Jewry chmbrs. Sutton & Co, Great Winchester st, 
solors for the liquidators 

Datty Everts Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 7, directed to be heard 
Nov 22. Helder & Co, Clement’s inn, colors for the petners, Notice of appearing 
murt reach the above-nar ed not later than 6 o’clock in the afterroon of Nov 21 

Esrvsta Lawp asp Carrie Co, Lrp—Creditors carrying om business in the United 
Kingdom are requires, on or before Dec 27, or elaewhere out of the United Kingdom 
on or before March 4, to send their names ard addresses, and the particulars of ther 
debts or claims, to Jobn Gill, Arthur Badenach Nicholson. and George James Walke’, 
ieubtes House, Finsbury pavement. Fiux & Co, East India av, eolors for the 
iquidators 

Macvesiee » Hrotrentc Lavypey, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, to 
send their n»m:s and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Whit+l+y Smiles, 61, Holborn viaduct, liquidator 

Peres Sceorrecn, Lop—Petn for winding ap, presented Nov 5, directed to be heard 
on Nov 22. Stansbury & Co, Chancery ip, for Young, Nottingham, solor for 
the petner. Notice of a ‘earing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the atternoon of Nov 21 

Scuorwrecogss awp Keuie Sywprcats, Lro—Croditors are required, on or before 
Nov 23, to send their names and addresses,and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to H. W, Martin, 7, 8t Helen's pl, liqu’dator 

Six Brormers Luck, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 5, directed to be 
heard Nov 23. Coote & Richards, Lino In’s inn fields, solors for the pesners. Notice 
- appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ov 21 


JOIN 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIBSB, 
Limitep rm Omancerr. 
London Gazette,—Tusrspar, Nov. 15. 


Bartisa Raoxppa Steam Coat Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, 
to John Jer kins Gwatkin, 3, George st, Pontypoo!, Mon, liquidator 

Briesniaw Sour Mix Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 24, to send 
their names aod addresses, and the ;articulars of tneir debts or claims, to Fred. G. 
Bristow 1 0, Stratford rd, Platow, Essex, hquidator 

Faaxcts Tocker & Co, Lap (rm Li (QUIDaTIoN) -Ureaivors are required, on of before 
Dec 28, tose d their nemes and aidresses, and tae particulars of their debts or 
ciarms, to Hugh Oummug Rabbidge, 32, Poultry. Maxweil & Dampney, Bishops- 
gave ot Within, solors to the liquidaor 

Haut, Weersares & Oo, Lo - Creators are required, on or before Deo 8, to send their 
names and ad ‘ress, aod «ne ,a-ticulare of their debts or claims, ty Chas. B. 
Winson, City chmbrs, Nichola st, Bristo!, liquidator 

Invesruest Bask oF Lospon, Lro—Petn tr wi diag op, presented Nov 10, directed 

to be heara Nov 29. Oorbin & Co, Bedford row, solors for the petners. Notice of 

sopeemng must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
ov 28 





(mm Votvrrarr ne any ~ 
ore Dec 25, to send their names and addre«ee, and 


oa & 
debts or claims, to E. Chas. Brown, 28, Budge row, Cannon st, 

P. Moowzy & Oo, Lrp—Petn for winding uv. presented Now I ‘in irected to be heard 
at Quay st, Manchester, Nov 25. -st, Manchester, solors for the 
petners. Notice of eh By et aed 5 t later than Nov 23 

Pacer & Oo, Lrp—Creaitors sre required, on or before ~ to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Alfred Slade, 9, 
Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidator 

Pespuesury Assocratiow Foorsatt a¥D ATHLETIC o-. Lap (cm Voturmer 
Ligurpattom)—Creditors are required, om or before Dec 7, to send in their names and 
adc resses, and the  articulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Seddon, 32, Booth 
st, Manchester, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette.—Faipar, Nov.. 11. 


Dopesom & East, Lrp. 
— & Co, Lev. 

Lupw, Loews & Co, Lrp. 
Usrrep Estaxctas Co, Urp 
New Brack Liow Beewsry Co, Lro. 
Hewer Taomsow & Co, Lrp. 
R. Eastwoopn & Co, Lrp. 
Scarporoven Moror Car Co, Lrp. 
Cuattznce Fioortme, Lrp. 
Kewstxotow Taxr Co, Lrp. 
New PoerrtayD Quaaeres, Lrp. 
M.&.P. Sy#prcats, Lrp. 
Lapres Owns Hat Co, Lev. 
W. W. Roseers, Lro. 
E. A. Hourueeyrs, Lro. 
Agararietp Arerentc Lacypeyr, Lrp. 
Oacanises Pustisaive snp Exarstrroy Co, Laps 
Barractover & Co, Lrp. 
Rinaise, Lrp. 

London Gasctte.—Tomspar, Nov. 16. 


Tes Garvew or a Txovsawp Lieurs Rottrze Sxatine Rix Co, Lrp. 
Porovrtys Prreti*e anno Pustisutne Co, Lrp, 

Jouw Lez & Oo, Lev. 

Nicaouws & Rerwoutps, Lrp. 

Newcrs s Horet, Boursemovurn, Lp, 

J. N. Geeatan & Co, Lrv. 

Veewon & Co, 

Paroso, Lrp. 

Rerveto Sywprcars, Lrp. 

Lowpow Broscors Co, Lrp. 

Cattrore Gotp Miyes Syxpricare, Lro. 

Baazttras Daeperne Sywprcate, Lrp. 

Lowpow Oceaw Waarr awp Lanp Deve.orment Syypicars, Lr. 
Ross Ciusrs Syspicats, Lrv, 

Warrmonrzs, Lrp. 








; The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

Nov. 25.—Mesers. Rerwotnvs & Easox, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties, Investments, Business Premises, &c. (see advertisement, page iv, Nov. 18). 

Nov. 24 and 25.—Messrs. Strusox & Sows, at the Mart: Freehold Ground Rents and 
Residences (see advertisement, page iv, Nov. 12). 

Dec. 6.—Messrs. Hamprow & Sons, at the Mart: Residential Flat Property (sce 
advertisement, back page, Nov. 12). 

Dec. 14.—Messis. Epwis Fox, Bovsrra.», Buawerrs, & Bappzxer, at the Mart, at 


| 2: Freehold Building Estate (see advertisement, back page, this ° 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Powicrss, Xc., 
sana. H. E. Fosrer & Caawrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 919) of the 
above-named interests, at the Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on Thursday last, the 
total amount realized being £3,206. 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faripay, Nov. 4. 
Joxes, Joux, Penmasnmawr, Carnarvo1, Boot Dealer Dec 2 Robinson v Jones, 
Warrington and Parker, JJ Porter, Conway, Carnarvon 


Taxusewe, Moeeaw Datermete, San Remo, Dec 13 Weldon v Treherne, 
Joyce,J Richards (Treberne & Higgins), Bloomsbury 9q 


London Gasette.—Tuxspar, Nov. 8. 


uivens, Joszrn, Cwmtillery, Monmouth, Innkesper Nov6é Williams and Another v 
n Chivers and Others, arrington and Parker, JJ Lawrence, ~~ 
Hears, Lamy wy fF _- 8. Nov 30 L. Poirier & Co eath, Joyoe, J 
rai-t Co, Gt ro} 

a. a. Hockley, Essex, ay + Nov 30 Jamon vy Williams, Swinfen 
Eady, J Mile, Bishops House, Bish»psgate st Without 

Woorrexs, Mowraccozs Wiitram Woorres, Oxford. Banker Dec 18 Stimpson ¥ 
Wootton, Eve, J Baines, Uxford 

Woorren, Sanam Woorrrs, Headingtoo, Oxford Dec13 Stimpson v Wootten, Eva,J 
Baines, Oxford 








London Gazette.—Fatvay, Nov. 11. 
Hetirwsrt, Fasp Lateam, Draper Dec15 Ward v Helliwell, Warrington, J 
Helliwell, Halifax 


London Gazetts.—Tuzspar, Nov. 15. 
Locxree, Austra, Ashoott, Somerset Dec 21 Smith v Westlake and Others, Swinfen 
Eady, J 


Trevor, Briogwater 
Tomas, Li Llandilo, Boot Boct Manufacturer and Others v Davies, 


Dec 18 Thomas 
a Chambers, Room No 392, Royal Courts Davies, 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Fatpar, Nov, 11 


ANDERSON, JaMES HENRY, St Paul's churchyard Dec16 Biddle & Co, | emmeneeed 
BaskS, ELIZABETH, Northwood, Middlesex Decl Tubbs, Aiderszate 
BARKER, ARTHUR, Middl , Assistant Station-Master Dec lu Stubbs, Middles- 


BARKER, Frep, Harrogate Dec5 Hirst & Capes, Harrogate 

Binns, THoMas., Clifton, York, Silk Spinaer Dec 23 Barber & Jessop, Brighouse 

BRACEWELL, ANNE, Rishton, Lancs Dec 21 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

aneee, Soe, Devonshire rd, South Lambeth Nov 30 Swepstone & Co, Great St 
elen's 

BURGESS, SUSANNA, Leicester Dec17 Williams, Leicester 


CARRINGION, JUANITA JANE, Elvaston-place, South Kensington Dec 7 Holmes & 
Hills, Bockiug, Braintree 
CHAMBERS, Mary Awy, Khiw, nr Ruithn, Denbigh Nov 23 Glover, Liverpool 
Dec 1 Bridge, 


ae JOSEPH JORDAN, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancaster, Draper 


igan 
CHENEY, JOHN, Normanby, York Dec10 Stubbs, Middlesbrough 
CLAYTON, JouN GEORGE, Southport, Cotton Manufacturer Dec 1 A & GW Fox, Man- 


chester 
Day, = JEREMIAH, Ufford, nr Woodbridge, Suffolk Dec8 White & Co, White- 


D1sB, CHRISTOPHER JENKINS, Bowden, Chester Dec7 Swainson & Son, Lancaster 

DUBRDEN, HENRY, Lower Broughton, Lancaster Dec 24 Brett & Co, Manchester 

Dyson, HANNAH, Elland, York Dec 8 Wilmshurst & Stones, Huddersfield 

FOWLER ELIZABETH, Winterton, Lincoln Dec 8 Mason, Barton upon Humber 

FYLER, JANE Louisa, Wareham. Durset Dec 9 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st 

Gass, WALTER JOHN, sen, Anerley rd, Anerley Dec7 Eves, Mark In 

GRANT, Mrs. Louisa, ‘Croydon Dec 30 Drake & Co, Ro d ln 

HAWKINS, JANE H+RRIgT, Alresford Hall Dec10 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

HAYWARD, GEORGE, Eye, Suffulk, Miller Dec 5 Armstrong, Bye, “uffolk 

Hewitt, EMILY,Great Yarmouth Deci7 R& R T Jennings, ssinghall st 

=~ te GEORGE FREDERICK, Torquay Dec 12 Aldridge & Haydon, Bourne- 
mou 

HIVES, FREDERICK GrorGE, Palmerston rd, Bowes Park Dec 12 Edmonds & Ruther- 

ford, Great Winchester st 


| Hop@son, FRANCES SOPHIA, Altrincham Dec2 Finch & Co, Preston 
HoLroyp, JAMES, Harrogate, York, Brick Manulacturer Nov 26 Scatcherd & Co 
Leeds 
HORNCASTLE, BLANCHE ELIZA, Barlborough, Derby Dec 28 Davies & Co, Chesterfield 
HornsBY, GEORGE, Silaley, Northumberland, Farmer Dec 12 W & B D Gi 


Hexham 

HOSKINS, Harry WaHIrTé, Braishfield, Southampton, Timber Surveyor Dec 12 Bell 
Abbey Water, Romeey 

HUTCHINSON, RoBERT, Nottingham Dec 81 Rothera & Sons, Nottingham 

JONES, AUGUSTUS, go Oxford Dec 16 Wilkins & Son, Ayles: ury 

LaNt, EMMA SUTCLIFF, Kiliamarsh, Derby Dec2l Rodgers & Vo, Sheffield 

LAWSON, WILLI«M, Ol iham, Cotton Carder Dec8 Fripp,O dham 

LOWTHER, LavRA, Leighton Buzzard Dec 25 Bertram, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 

LUMLEY, CaTHARINE KSSIE, Northampton Nov 2S Shoosmith & Sons, Northampton 

May, ToM, Bournemouth UVec 31 Minet & Co, King Williaw st 


NATION, WILLIAM EBSWORTH, Bolwell st, Lambeth, Coachsmith Dec 14 Giles, 
Lambeth rd 

PETTIT, ALBERT, Cromwell av, Highgate, Grocer Dec 15 Bond, Lower Jomes st, 
Golden sq 


PEVERELL, JANE. Coundon, Durham Nov 30 Booth & Wood, Bishop Auckland 

PILGRIM, CHARLES, Braintree, Essex, Nuiseryman bec 1 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 

ReakeEs, MARY, Wells, Somerset Dec 9 Foster, Wells 

RiCKARDS, CHARLOTTE HUNTLEY, Edgbaston Novy 30 

ROBINSON, JOHN, Essex 14, Islington, Licensed Victualler 
Ely pl 

KOE, CHARLOTTE THEODOSIA, Belgrave rd Dec 13 Howse & Eve, Salter’s Hall ct 

Rosk, JOHN, Robertson st, Queen’s rd, Battersea Dec 16 Hardwick, Brighton 

Scott, DAME MILDRED ASNE BATEMAN, Great Barr Hall, Stafford Dec 16 Nicholson 
& Co, Qneen Anne's gate 

Orfto (otherwise OTTO MARIE VINCENT), Seelisch, Oliver gr, South Norwood, Merchant 
Nov 25 Kerly & Sons, Austin Friars 

SMITH, JAMES CURTIS, Chatteris, I of Ely, Cambridge Dec 1 Ruston, Chatteris 

SOUTHWOOD, RICHARD and ANN SOUTHWOOD, Dawlish, Devon, Hotel Proprietor 
Sparkes & Co, Exeter 

STARLING, NORAH JANE, Clehonger, Hereford Dec17 Easton, Leominster 

TASKER, SARAH AWN, St Helens, Lancaster Dec 8 Frodsham, St Helens 

VERITY, WILLIAM, Fearby, nr Masham, York, Farmer Dec13 Edmundson & Gowland, 


Beale & Co, Birmingham 
Dec 9 Jacqies & Co 


Dec 9 


Masham, RSO, Yu rk 
WHEELER, Rey THOMAS LITTLETON, Worcester Dec 7 Holloway & (v, Lincoln's inn 
flelds 








Bankruptcy Notices.: | 


London Gazette.—Futvar, Nov. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


wansea 
| Liwpuse, Hexry —— 
igh Court Pet Oct 14 


Karman, Jonx, Sketty, nr Swansea, Post Office Clerk 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 


pa - Tuomas Epwis, Fixby, nr Huddersfield, Builder 
Hudderstield Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Witiiam, Palos av, Trimming Mer- 


Wearnatt, Evizasers, Annie Wararnatt, and Ameiia 
Wrarsa.t, Barrow in Furness, iners Barrow in 
> hee. Boot Dealer Farness Pet Nov? Ord Nov? 
Nov 
Amended notice substituted for that me din the 


London Gazette of Nov. 4 
Lytucor, W. E., Fore st Stenataetuner's Agent High 


Assorts, Wasarrtey, Tutbury, Stafford, Commercial | | Luoyp, ospanses 


Traveller Burton on Trent Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 


Axpgasoy, Antuur, Liverpool, Fish Salesman Liverpool | 


Pet Oct 18 Ord Novs 
Asnuonz, E.xayan, 8 rt, Cheshire, Coal 
8 Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Banper, Antuvure Poxp, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor Bridg- 
Novs Ord 
Ponty- | 


vs 

Bexzow, Epwarp, ——s Glam, Collier 
moll a Nov 7 Ord Nov 

K nad Gledhow terr, South 

Kensington, Fancy Draper High Court Pet Nov 9 


Ord Nov 

Bros,  odil R, Ennismore gdns, South Kensington 
High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 7 

Baztt, Rovert Scutt, Portland, Dorset, Butcher Dor- 
chester Pet Octz9 Ord Nov 9 

Buckman. Siuzox, Redhill, Surrey, Builder Croydon Fet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Burozss, fe Se Southport, Coal Dealer Livergool Pet 





High Court Pet Sept6 Ord Nov 2 
Meier, a cae Col Bay, Denbigh, Hotel Proprie- 
tress Bangor Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Dealer Moorixe, Sypney, Houghton Regis, Bedford, Butcher 


Luton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Ossorye, Taomas AnTsuUB, Saeinton, setitaghem, Joiner 
Nottingham Pettct5 Ord Nov7 


Jossra Publican 


High 


Pao, _ Leicester, 
Leicester 

| Pmansox, Groner, Abbott rd, Ration Engineer 
Court Pet Oct 10 Urd Nov 9 

Purses, Atrarp, Stourbridge, em Confectioner 
Stourbridge Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 


Pitts, eee Sheffield, Builder Sheificld 
Ord Nov 


Rosixsox, ae Bredbury, om Journeyman Hatter 
BStockvort Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Teate, Herpeat > Leeds, Solicitor 
Pet June 4 Ord July 

Tuonre, Hewry Winusan, Buxten, Derby, Journeyman 

tockport Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Pet Nov 9 


Leeds 





Nov 7 
Bustine, Witiiam a Witham, Essex, Butch 
Chelmsford ovs Ord ‘ov8s 


—_ * = G, Aldershot Guildford Pet Aug 31 
1 
Eexnicer, Ricuazp J, New Brighton, Chester, Commission 


Agent Birkenhead Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 8 

—— Parp, Queensbury, Halifax, Botanical Brewer 
Halifax Pet Nov9 "Nov 9 

Gusset, Jouxn Wares, Bridge av, Hammersmith, 
Engineer High Court "Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Gtiivos, Nicos, RB. te, T ist Canterbury Pet 


Nov8 Ord Nov 

—~ Sypszy Mays, jun, and Witiiam Caow Hotes, 
- —~ ames bakers Nottingham 
nov 


Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 


Pet | 


Pet Nov 3 Ord | 
-~ 1 —y¥ Percy, Old Broad st, Stock seamed a Norwich, Carter 


Wakes, Hansa Cuarias Epvoar, Riding House st, 
Langham pl, Decorative Artist High Court Pet 
Nov7 Ord Por? 


| Watsow, CHaaies Rees Bannister Park, Southampton 
Southampton Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov7 

Wess, James ed ae, Painter 
Pet Nov8 Ord N 

Wirners, Wits ae Chute, Wilts, Farmer 
don Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Woop, Tuomas, and Joun Woop, Thirsk, Yorks, Grocers 
Northallerton Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Wooprvrr, Wittiam Repay, Lowestoft, Marine Engineer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 


Newport, Mon 


Swin- 


Norwich Pet 
v8 Ord Novs 


Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 2 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avsorrs, Wnhatstey, Tutbury, Stafford, Commercial 
Traveller Nov 21 at 12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Aties, Faepericx, Wit.1am, Polesworth, nr Tamworth, 
Boot Dealer Nov 21 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrr, 191, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 

Bexsow, Epwaap, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Collier Nov 22 
ati1.15 Off Keo, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine 


st, Pontypridd 

Bixyixetow, Faepertck Wittiam, Gledhow ter, South 
Kensi , Faucy Draper Nov 24at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Caréy ot 


Brow, Sternex R, Ennismore gdns, ee Kensington 
Nov 24at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Cuaruax, ROsear, Buxton, Wheelwrig is * ate 22 at 
11 Off Keo, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

Cooper, James, Haxey, Lancoln, Carter Nov 24 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincola 

Dixey, Joux Ropert, Barnsley, Painter Nov 21 at 11,30 
Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

—_ ~~ hy - oe’ Painter Nov 23 at 12 Off 
Ree, in, She 

Giteeat, Jonn ta A ridge av, Hammersmith, 

Engineer Nov 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Goopw Eanest Atrarp, Gravesend Novy 21 at 2 115, 
High st, Rochester 

Hovss, Eowaxrp Peroy, Old Broad st, Stockbroker Nov 22 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hurcatses, Faasx, Cameiford, Cornwall, Saddler Novy 19 
ati2 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, l'ruro 

JEnyinoas, Wauten. Paignton, Devon, Market Gardener 
Nov 2Zlat8 The Gerston Hotel, Paignton 

a, Daviv, Pwliheii, Carnarvon, Labourer Nov 22 at 

1,15 County Polite bidgs, Blaenau Festiniog 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
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FUND, LIMITED, 


mad TABLISHED IN 1880. 


STRAT, LOonNMpowwm, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 








Upwards of 650 ——— to 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING | MATTERS. 


Quarter cessions have been conducted under the 
direction aro supervision of the Oorporation. 
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Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


Om application. 
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Kipoer, Josnva, Oldham, Pork Butcher Nov 22 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Liupuso. Heway, Hoxton st, Shoreditch, Boot Dealer 
Nov 22at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 

Liorp, Groner, Johnston, P: mbroke, Farmer Nov 19 at 1 
Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


Maaree, Farpesiox James, Bournemouth, Milliner Novi | 


atli Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
bampton 

Mantis, Geonor Eowarp, Ufracembe, Boarding House 
Proprietor Nov 22 at 3.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Mexpetsox, Moses Davin, Newcastle upon Tyne, General 
Dealer Nov 22at lt Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Ospoxse, Ricaarp, jun, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Carpenter 
Nov 19 at1245 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Pace, Jossen, Barrow on Soer, Leicester, Publican 
at 3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Panxsovse, WittiamM, Port Tennant, Swsnsea, Milk Seller | 
Nov 19at11.90 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's 
st, Swansea 

Pranson, Gronon, Abbott rd, Poplar, Engineer Nov 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rooxe, Sterne», Barnsley, Company Director Nov 21 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Bauspers, Faavx Cotiw Seuues Hearu, Paignton, Devon 
Actor Nov 2l at230 The Gerston Hotel, Paignton | 

Sxe.rTox, Heanent, Royston, near Barnsley Miner Nov 21 
at 11 Off Rec 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Surrn, Hanowy, London rd, Hampton Nov 21 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Waker, Henvext Cuanies Eooas, 
Langhem pi, Decorative Artist Nov 24 at 11 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Watters, Daviv, Lianguicke, Glam, Newsagent Nov 22 
at 11 (ff Ree, Goverament bidgs, 8t Mary's st, Swansea 

Watkins, Jouw Heway, Cinderford, Glos, Grocer Nov 22 
at 11 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloncester 

Warsow, Cnuantes Eowarp, Southampton Nov 21 at 
1230 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbis, High st, South- 
amopton 

Warsox, Hanatatt, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge, Fish 
Dealer Nov 19at12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Warsow, Syosny, Swansea, Fruiterer Nov 19 atll Off 
Rec, Government bidgs, 8t Mary’s st, Swansea 

Wixisson, Jonw Witttam, Crofton, or Wakefield, News- 
agents’ Assistant Nov 22atll Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, 
Wakefieid 

Witsow, Jouxw Groner, Penarth, Glam, Coal 
Nov 2latill 117, 8t Mary et, Cardiff 

Woop, Tuomas, and Joux Woop, Thirsk, Yorks, Grocers 
Nov 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, A)bert rd, 
Middlesbrough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aso rts, Waateter, Tutbury, Stafford, Commercial 
Traveller Burton on Trent Pet Nov & Ord Nov 5 
Auves, Faepeaick Wri.iam, Polesworth, nr Tamworth, 
Boot Dealer fMrmingham Pet Nov3 Ord Nov8 
Axsparwe, Zacnantan, Aberdare, Theatre Manager 
Aberdare Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 9 

Ayxpensow, Antruava, Kirby, Lancaster, Fish Salesman 
Liverpool Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 9 

Aewmoun, Ecxawan, Stockport, Cheshire, Coal 
Stockport Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Avetix, Tarvon Gassior, Water ln High Court Pet Sept 
17 Ord Nov 7 

Bansen, Antaunr Posxv, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor 
water Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Bexwow, Eowanp, Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Collier Ponty 
pridd Pet Nov7 (rd Nov7 

Bixstworow, Farpeaicxk Writiam, Gledhow ter, South 

Kensington, Fancy Draper High Court Pet Nov 9 

Ord Nov 9 

xmas, Simeow, Redhill, Surrey, Builder 

Pet Nov9 Ord Nov® 

Buytixo, Witwam Warren, Witham, Essex, 
Chelmeford Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Buroess, Antave, Southport, Coal Dealer Liverpool 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Cones, Eowaap Hexry, Laurence Pountney In, Metal 
Merchant High Court Pet Aug 22 Ord Nov 

Coss, Wittiam Burcorye Cowrer, Micenac rd, Black- 
heath Company Director High Court Pet July 20 
Ord Nov 8 

Conus, Avexanper Faayaury, Stockwell rd, Eucalyptic 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Aug2) Ord Nov7 

Frrrox, Farp, Queensbury, Halifax, Botanical Brewer | 
Halifax Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Gutwos, Nicos, Ramagate, Tobaconist 
Nov 8 Ord Novs 

Giteert, Jonw Wavrer, Bridge av, Hammeremith, En- 
gineer High Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Houmes, Svpw~ey Maxy, jun, and Wiiciam Crow Hotmes, 
Nottingham, Bakers Nottingham Pet Nov 3 Ord 
Nov 8 

Kvaruax, Jon», Sketty, nr Swansea, Post Office Clerk 
Swansea Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov® 

Lixnptey. Tuomas Epwis, Fixby, or Huddersfield, Builder | 
Huddersfield Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Luiorp, Faroeaice Wiittam. Faloon av, Trimming Mer- 
chant High‘ ourt Pe Septé Ord Nov 9 

Maatis, Gronos Eowaxp, Difracombe, Boarding House 
Proprietor Barnstaple Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 8 | 

Mares, Amy Exciza, Rhos on S-a, Volwyn Bay, Hotel Pro- | 

tress Bangor Pet Nov7 Ord Nov | 

Mespetsox, Moses Davi, Newcastle uvon Tyne, General 

Dealer Newcastle upor Tyne Pet Nov 3 Ord 


Nov 7 
Moontse, Syvrer, Bedford, Butcher 
Publican 


Nov 21 | 


Riding House st, 
Bank: | 


Exporter 


Dealer 


Bridg- 


Bux Croydon 


Butcher | 
Pet 


Canterbury Pet 


Houghton Regis, 
Laton Pet Nov'7 Ord Nov7 
Page, Joseru, Barrow on Soar, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
Purses, A.rasp, Stourbridge, W orcester, 
Stourbridge Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
Pitts, Tpene, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Nov 9) 

ove 


Confectioner 


Rovixsoy,James, Bredbury, Cheshire, Journeyman Hatter 
Stockport Pet Nov? Ord Nov? | 


Saamax, Atssat Epwaap, Chesterfield, 
Chesterfield Pet Nov5 Ord Nov7 
Tsores, Hexay Wisttsu, Buxton, Jonrneyman Stone- 
mason Stockport Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Wacker, Heapeer Caantes Epoar, 
Langham pl, Decorative Artiss High Court Pet Nov7 
Ord Nov7 

Weve, James Eowaap, Newport, Painter 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Weresaty, Atpeet Rowpex, High Holborn High Court 
Pet Aug 17 Ord Nov7 

Wrrneas, Witttam Evooan, Chate, Wilts, Farmer Swin- 
don Pet Novs Ord Novs 

Wooo, Taomas, and Jonx Woop, Thirsk, Yorks, Grocers 
Northallerton Pet NovS5 Ord Nov5 

Wooperrr, Wiittam Reowas, Lowestoft. Marine Engineer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Woops, Asruur Staauwe, Lakenham, Norwich, Carter 
Norwich Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 


Newport, Mon 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER | 


RESCIND«D, ANU PETITION DISMISSED. 
Jacons, Moraw, Ciephane rd, Casonbury, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Rec Ord July 8, 1910 Adjud 
July 14,1910 Rese, Annul, and Dis of Pet Nov 4, 1910 
Pet June ll 
London Gazette. —TURSDAY, Nov. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Approx, Groner, Ben Rhydding, Ilkley, York, Milk 
Dealer Leeda Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


Basoeweit, Atsert Evwaso, Great Yarmouth Great 
York | 


Yarmouth Vet Novl0 Ord Nov 10 

Beoe, Rrcwaap, Harrogate, Carrisge Proprietor 
Pet Nov? Ord Nov 9 

Beassvosp, Tuomas, Hanley, Grinder Hanley Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

tramp, Mary Aww, Southend on Sea Chelmsford Pet Nov 
11 Ord Nov il 


Bromwics, Witatam, Ledbury, Hereford, Labourer Here- 


ford Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 


Canna, Joszrn, Leicester Builder Leicester Pet Nov 10 | 


Ord Nov 10 
Cures, Eocan Cuaaries, 
Repsirer Ashton under Lyne 


Dukinfield, Chester, Propert 
Pet Nov 10 Or 
Nov 10 


Cotta, Joux James, South Normanton, Derby, Plumber 


Berby Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 11 

De.tam Baos, Staines, Builders Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Jane 18 Ord Nov 10 

Dives, Avice, Folkestone, Hotel Manageress Canterbury 
Pet Nov? Ord Nov9 

Gairritns, Tuomas Kays. Manselton, Swansea, Cabinet 
Maker Swansea Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Hassox, Mansaatt Caarpmuax, Thorney, Cambridge, Miller 
Peterborough Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 12 


Howes, Euwesr Wiittam, Ferryhill Station, Durham, 
Painter Durham Pet Novi0 Ord Nov 10 

Janvis, Wiittam, Northumberland pk, Tottenham. Public 
Accountant Barnet Pet Nov lz Ord Nov 12 

Joxes, Witi1am Partcaarv, Ruabon, Denbigh, Tobacco 
Dealer Wrexham Pet Novil Ord Nov li 

Lancaster, James, Colne, Lanes, Artificial Teeth Maker 

u Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Morocas, Joszeru Hexrr, Aberbargoed, Mon, Collier 
redegar Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Piatt, James Eowanp, Bolton, Lancs, Baker Bolton Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Ricnuagps, Taomas Eaywest, Church rd, Acton, Grocer 
Breniford Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 11 

Rivers, Hexar Jous, Bristol, Iron Moulder Bristol Pet 
Novil Ord Novil 

Sawxpiroap, Apert, Southport, Boot Maker Liverpool 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Srexcer, Antuva, Bulwell, Nottingham, Insurance Agent 
Nottingham Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Tvanxex, Tom, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Builder Notting- 
hem Pet Novll Ord Novil ' 

Wationp, Hexry, Maidstone, Jobmasters Manager Maid- 
stone Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Wuirenetap, Hewaxy Hatrorp, snr, Hollinwood, Oldham, 
Lancs Oldham Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov il 


Wittrams, Hoes, Amiwch, Anglesey, Butcher Bangor 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov il 
Witsow, Taomas Litrie, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Clerk 
Scarborough Pet Novil Ord Nov ll 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Moutaexey, Anraory, balifax Halifax Rec Ord Oct 26 
1910 Rese Nov 7, 1910 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apprsow, Grorex, Ben Rhydding, Ilkley, Yorks, Milk 
Dealer Nov 2Satil Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
BARBER, ARTHUR PonD, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor Nov 23 

at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


| BEBB, KICHARD, Mornington ter, Harrogate, Carriage 


Fro tor Nov 2+at2.80 Off Rec, The Red House, 


Duncombe p!, York 
BERESFOKD, THOMAS, Hanley Nov 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
Nov 24 


Kiog st, Newcastle, Staffs 
BRETT, KOBERT SCUTT, Portland Dorset, Butcher 
at 12.45 Off keo, Ci y « hmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
BUCKMAN, SIMRON, Redhill, Surrey, Builder Nov 23 at 
11.80 1s2, York rd, Wes' minster ge 
BURGESS, ARTHUR, Southport, Coal Dealer Nov 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 36, Victora-ast, Liver;ool 
‘bourne, Berks, 


CHAN-TOON, MABEL Mary AGNES, 
Auth ress Nov 28 at 12 14, Bedi row 


| CHISHOLM, )UNOAN CHARLES HelouamM, Kempsey, Wor- 


ener Nov 28 at 11.80 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen at, 

ore ster 

CLirrs, EvGaR CHARLES, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Property 
Repairer Nouv 2 st 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Cottier, Joux James, South Normanton, Derbyshire, 

~ Nov 23 at 11.30 Of Reo, 47, Full at, 

Der 

Curso, Jacos, Accrington, Congregational Minister Nov 
28 atil.i5 Of Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 


Photographer 


Ri‘ing House st, | 


GLINos, N1008, Tobacconist Nov 23 at 10.3 
on 68a, Castie st, Cant 

| Howgs, ERsEsT WiLLI4M, Ferryhi! Station, Durham, 

Painter Nov 23 at 3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 


1 
| Jonzs, HvueH. Towyn, Merfoneth, Cycle Agent Nov 23 
| atiz.3) Off Ree, 4, Queen ss, Carmathen 
| LANCaSTER, JaMEs, Colne, Lanes, Artificial Teeth Maker 
| Nov 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 
| LINDLEY, THOMAS EDWIN, Fixby, nmr Huddersfield, Builder 
Nov 23 at 2.15 Huddersfield Incorporsted Law 
awaaee Room, Imperial Arcade, New st, Hudders- 
fle: 
LLorp, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Falcon av, Trimming Mer- 
chant Nov 23at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
| Meurer, Amy Exiza, Rhos on Sea, Colwyn Bay, Denb’gh, 
Hotel Proprietress Nov 28at 1245 the Rhos Abbey 
Hotel, Rueson Sea, Colwyn Bay 
| MoorRInG, SYDNEY, Houghton - 9 Beds, Butcher 
Nov 24at 11 The Court House, Luton 
MoRGAN, JOSEPH HENkY, Aberbargoed, Mon, Collier 
Nov 23 at 11,30 Off Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 


Mon 
Puisys, ALFRED, Stourbridge, Worcester, Confectioner 
Nov 23at 12 | Off Rec, 1, Priory st, ey 
| Pirrs, FRANK, Sheffield, Builder Nov 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 
PLATT, JAMES EDWARD, Bolton, Baker Nov 24at 3 19, 
| Exchange st, Bolton 
| ROBERTS. ALEXANDER MACKAY, Aberbargoed, Mon, Draper 
Nov 23 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 
RoBi NsoN, JAMES, Bredbury, Cheshire, Hatter Nov 30 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 
| SEAMAN, ALBERT EDWARD, Hady lu, nr Cvesterfield, Has- 
land, Derby, Phutographer Nov 24 at12 Off Rec, 47, 
Full st, D rby 
SMITH, WILLIAM, Grays, Essex, Photographer Nov 24 at 
lz M4 rd row 
SPENCER, ARTHUR, Bulwell, Notts, Insurance Agent Nov 
2satll Uff Kee, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notti gham 
STIMPSON, PERCY WaRD, and HENRY BERESFORD 
CHAMBERS, Ponders End, Builuing Contractors 
| Nov 2% at1l2 14, Bedford row 
THoRPR, Benny WILLIAM, Fairfield, Buxton, Derby, 
Stunemason Nov 30 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, 
sockport 
Wess, JAMES EDWARD, Newport, Painter Nov 23 at 12 
Off Kec, 144, Commercial st, Nev t, Mon 
WITHERS, WILLIAM EDGAR, Chute, Wilts, Farmer Nov 
23 at 12 Off Rec, 3%, Regent circus, Swindon 
Wooprurr, WILLIAM REDMAN, \Lowestoft, Marine En- 
gineer Nov v8 atlz Off Kee, 8, Kingst, Norwich 
Woops, ARTHUR STARLING, , Norwich, Carter 
Nov 23 at 12,30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AppIsox, GEoreR, Ben Rhydding, Ilkley, Yorks, Milk 
Dealer Leeds Pt Nov10 Urd Nov 10 

BARGEWELL, ALBERT EDWARD, Priory ‘lain, Great Yar- 
mouth Great Yarmouth Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

BanNes, Gu¥ VANE WYKEHAM, Ashton under Lyne 
Ashton under Lyne Pct Aug 25 Ord Nov 10 

Bess, RICHARD, Harrogate, Carriage Proprietor York 
Pet -ov9 Ord Novo 

BERESFORD, THOMAS, Hanley Hanley Pet Nov 10 Ord 
Nov 10 

Birp, MARY ANN, Southend on Sea Chelmsford Pet 
Nov 11 Ord Nov li 

BLOIS, STEPHEN RUSSELL, Ennismore gdns, South Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Uct 15 Ord Nov 10 

Brett, RuBERT Sourt, Portland, Dorset, Butcher Dor- 
chester Fret Uct 29 Ord Nov 12 

Bromwicn, WILLIAM, Ledbury, Hereford, Labourer Here- 
ford Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Curve, EDGAR CHaRLES, Dukinfield, Chester, Property 
Repairer Ashton underLyne Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov lu 

DIVER, ALIOR, Foikestone, Hote! Mauageress terbury 
Pet Novy Ord Nov® 

GRIFFITHS, | HOMAS RHYS, Manselton, Swansea, Cabinet 
Maker Swansea Pet Novl2 Ord Nov 12 

HovsTouN, ANDREW GrorGE, Birmingham, Manufacturing 
Jeweller Birmingham Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 11 

Howgs, KRNEST WILLIAM, Ferryhill Station, Durham, 
Painter Durham Pet Nov lv Ord Nov 10 

| JARVIS, WILLIAM, Northumberland pk, Tottenham, 
Public Accountant Barnet Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

JONES, WILLIAM PRITCHARD, Ruabon, Denbigh, Tobacco 
Dealer Wrexham Pet Novill Ord Nov il 

KRAMER, SOLOMON, and CHARLES KoryMaN, Middlesex 
st, General Merchants High Court Pet Oct11 Ord 
Nov9 

LANCASTER, JAMES, Colne, Lancs, Artificial Teeth Maker 
Burnley Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

LrwBuRG, HENRY, Hoxton st, Shoreditch, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet (ct i4 Ord Nov 11 

LyTHGOR, WILLIAM Bpwarp, Falcon sq, Manufacturers 
Agent High Court Pet Octll Ord Nov 9 

MoreaN, JosErpH Henry, A , Mon, Collier 
Tred Per Novi0 Ord Nov 10 

PAPPANIOOLI, NICHOLAS, Harp In, Tobacco Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug24 Ord Nov 12 

PLaTT, JAMES EDWARD, Bultun, Baker Bolton Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

Rivers, HENRY JOHN, Bristol, Iron Moulder Bristol Pet 
hovit Ord Nov 10 

Rooke, STEP“EN, Barn ley, Company Director Barnsley 
Petsept 20 Ord Nov lu 

mer paumee, Southport, Boot Maker, Liverpool 

0 


HENRY, Maidstone, Jobmaster's 
Pet Nov 12 Ora Novi? 
HUGH, Bangor, Butcher Bangor Pet Nov 11 
1 


iov 
1L80N, THOMAS LITTLE, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Clerk 
, Searborough Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 
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